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SECTION I. 


In this dissertation it will be manifestly 
proved, from a brief summary of the coun- 
cils, that the claim of the bishop of Rome 
to his pretended plenary supremacy in 
Christ’s church, instead of being founded 
on divine or apostolic constitution, derived 
tis ill-omened origin, from a heinous and 

—anti-christian usurpation. . 


From the most authentic ecclesiastical history, 
it is manifest that the first questions which oc- 
casioned any general convocation of christian 
doctors, were in their own nature not only of 
general, but of vital and essential importance 
to the christian religion; and that they did not 
concern the immediate interests of any particu- 
lar church, but equally concerned the faith and 
doctrine of all; i. e. the universal church : ac- 
cordingly, we find that the bishops and doctors 
of the various districts of christendom were of 
themselves individually able to check, if not 
NO. IY. B 
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entirely to suppress, particular heresies, within 
their respective jurisdictions as they sprung up; 
and that when certain heresies happened to ar- 
rive at a considerable degree of strength and 
importance, they had recourse to the neigh- 
bouring bishops to assist in their suppression. 
Conformable to this, we find that a provincial 
synod was held at Antioch, to suppress the 
_gross heresy of Paul Samosatene, who denied 
the divinity of Christ !—a doctrine which con- 
cerned no one church in particular, whether in 
the east or in the west; but every church that 
professed the Hevelauen of the New Testa- 
ment. Now, though this heresy of Paul was 
suppressed by this provincial synod, and him- 
self excommunicated, yet the heresy of Arius, 
as it was embraced by greater numbers, and 
many of them of high rank even amongst ec- 
clesiastics, it was foe absolutely necessary 
that a universal synod or general council of all 
the bishops of alathentlites should be convened, 
in order to heal the ecclesiastical disease, as 
well as to tranquillize men’s minds, and main- 
tain the peace of the empire ; accordingly, we 
find that Constantine the Great, who was con- 
verted from Heathenism to the religion founded 
by our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, did, at 
the earnest entreaty of the church, summon a 
council of allthe fathers of the church in every 
country—uorth, south, east, and west: in order. 
that they, by their united wisdom, might find a 
remedy for the evil that was distracting the whole 
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church. This assembly met at Nice in Bythi- 

nia A. D.325.—antecedent to which convention, 

there appears to have been no general convoca= 
tion of the pastors of the universal church to set- 

tle controversies or disputesin ecclesiastical mat- 

ters, from the time of the apostolic council, held 

at Jerusalem, relative to the question of circum- 

cision, which rite the Jewish converts wished 

to impose upon the Gentiles. 

Now, as tv the church at Rome possessing 
any superior power or jurisdiction antecedent 
to the conversion of Constantine, it is out of 
the question—because, in consequence of the 
number and severity of persecutions by the 
Roman emperors, she enjoyed even a precarious 
existence ; in fact, she was of little or no note 
until the supreme ruler, or emperor, became 
himself a christian ; for though the see of Rome 
was always imperial, this church being at the 
seat of government, was more liable to feel the 
effects of persecution ima higher degree than 
any other: even Auneas Sylvius, who was him. 
selfa pope, tells us'that little or no respect was 
shewn to the church of Rome before the coun- 
cil of Nice, i.e. before the imperial govern- 
ment became christian. Antecedent to this 
council, the uniform custum had been, that 
none of the inferior bishops ever took upon 
himself the authority of transacting any thing 
of consequence, at least of a general nature, 
concerning either faith or doctrine. without the 
advice and approbation of the chief bishop of 
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the immediate district, for as yet dioceses had 
not been marked out ; and although the council 
_ of Nice may be considered as omnipotent, yet 
we find that it did not make any innovation in 
the ancient practice, but merely reduced the 
old custom into an ecclesiastical ordinance ; for 
in its sixth canon, if circumscribed the jurisdic- 
tion of bishops within certain limits, and that 
without any exception whatever in favor of any 
particular chureh, not even Rome, though the 
imperial city, and her emperor himself being 
then a christian ; and that this is an admitted 
fact, we have the authority of Ruflinus, priest 
of Aquileia in Italy, who informs us, that this 
canon prescribed limits to the jurisdiction of the 
Roman patriarch, as. well as to the other patri- 
archs, for as yet the title of pope was not given 
_ to the bishop of Rome, nor was it anciently 
limited to him, but equally applied to all 
bishops. 

The Nicene, or first Gicumenical council hay- 
ing been convened by the emperor Constantine, 
with imperial authority, and consisting of. the 
bishops and doctors of the universal church 
throughout the whole Roman empire, what- 
ever decrees it made conformable to the holy 
scriptures, as the infallible rule of faith and 
doctrines, ought, and always have been consi- 
dered as obligatory upon all christian churches 
of every denomination ; and these holy fathers 
made the sacred scriptures, and the brief sum- 
mary of faith universally received: in all 
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churehes, commonly called the Apostles’ creed, 
the polar star by which they directed all their 
judicial decisions, in defence of which many 
of the first orthodox fathers laid down their 
precious lives. | 

Accordingly, we find that Constantine, in 
order to give an imperial executive force to the 
canons of this sacred council, before the bishops 
separated, caused five copies of its decrees to 
be delivered to the five patriarchs, all ratified 
by his imperial seal, namely, to George, patri- 
arch of Constantinople, Theophanes, new pa- 
triarch of Antioch, in room of Arius deposed; 
and also to the deputies or legates of the patri- 
archs of Rome, Alexandria, and Jerusalem, 
accerding to the practice which had universally 
ptaviitbd in the provincial synods, of sending 
always to the neighbouring bishops a report of 
any ecclesiastical acts of consequence. 

This official and authoritative notification of 
the Nicene decrees was accompanied with an 
imperial edict, enjoining upon all the subjects 
‘of the empire implicit obedience and confor- 
mity, on pain of being deposed, if an ecclesias- 
tic; forfeiture of honors and estate if a lay- 
man of rank; and if of inferior rank, banish- 
ment from Constantisiopte, and every city of the 
empire. 

From this council we may see the real state 
of ecelesiastical power or jurisdiction ; for in it, 
all had an equality of power as to voting ; and 
the suffrage of the bishop of the smallest see 
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was equal to that of the greatest. It was called 
by the emperor, and the emperor himself pre- 
sided, without any special prerogative or pri- 
vilege reserved or implied in favor of the bishop 
of Rome; in fact, it was a council, though ge-. 
neral, composed almost exclusively of Asia- 
tics; and the very venerable Hosius of Spain, 
as being the most respectable ecclesiastic in 
point of years and celebrity of literary charac- 
ter, filled the ecclesiastical chair, though the 
legates of the bishop of Rome were present ;— 
away, then, with the saucy and unfounded pre- 
tension to supremacy, set up long after by the 
pope of Rome. At no time in the history of the 
church did any one attempt to withhold from 
the bishop of the imperial see proper deference 
and respect; nay, the first place, in point of 
rank or pre-eminence, was freely yielded to 
him, until Bizantium, having been made the 
metropolis of the east, and called Constantino- 
ple: its patriarch, in progress of time, was 
placed on an equality with the patriarch ef 
Rome, as we shall see in the progress of this 
discussion. On the contrary, many bishops, 
and even private doctors, ranked higher in the 
universal church than the bishop of Rome, in 
consideration of their greater personal endow- 
ments, as well in the west, as in the east, and 
in Africa ;—Polycarp, Ignatius, Justin Martyr, 
Origen, Ireneus, Tertullian, Cyprian, Hosius, 
Athanasius, Jerome, Austin, Chrysostom, &c. 


a: i 

In the ordinary course of human events, it 
happened, that in the eastern church, particu- 
larly on account of the heterogeneous elements 
of which it was composed, consisting, as it did, 
_ chiefly of Jews at first, who were wedded to 
certain peculiar opinions; and Gentile Greeks, 
a people deeply conversant with the philoso- 
phy of the times, and proverbial for their pro- 
pensity to logical disquisition, 
In the early age of christianity, in order to 
maintain peace sid union amongst the christian 
churches, the emperors did Acq uditly refer dis- 
putes of a local character to the arbitration of 
the bishop of the imperial see, in conjunction 
with others, as assistants, in hopes that these, 
being disinterested, and, therefore, impartial 
judges, might coolly and deliberately settle the 
controversies of hot disputants; from which 
circumstance, it naturally happened, that great 
respect and deference were paid to the Bishop 
of the imperial see by all those of the earlier 
churches, who happened to be condemned whe- 
ther justly or unjustly, by their superiors :—as 
the emperor made it a rule, whenever any appeal 
of a local question was made to him, to appoint 
the bishops of the imperial city as arbitrators ; as 
we find was the fact with respect to two mice 
held at Rome and Arles, even before the great 
council of Nice. 
~ Shortly after the conversion of Constantine, 
which happened about 312, after a cruel perse- 
cution, which lasted ten years, under Diocle- 
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sian, who, by an edict A. D. 303 had ordered 
the christian churches, or places of public wor- 
ship to be levelled to the ground, and ali the 
beoks of christians to be delivered up and 
burned; hence those who delivered up their 
books were called Traditores, i. e. deliverers. 
The Donatists petition Constantine against Ca- 
cilianus, bishop of Carthage. The words of their 
petition ran thus: “The petition of the Catho- 
lic church, containing the crimes of Cecilianus, 
begging that their case may be referred to the 
bishops of Gaul, where the emperor then was, 
and where the bishops had not been Traditores ; 
(from this petition we see that schismatics, if 
not heretics, assumed to themselves the title of 
Catholics, and, consequently, a mere name Is ne 
proof of reality) on the receipt of which pe- 
tition, the emperor appointed Maternus, bishop 
of Cologne; Rhetiarius, bishop of Autun ; 
and Martinus, bishop of Arles, as arbitrators ; 
and eommanded that they should repair to 
Rome, with all the documents, he had re- 
ceived from his lieutenant im Africa, and jointly 
with Melchiades, the bishop of Rome, examine 
into, and honestly settle the matter. 

Nineteen in all assembled, who, after a solemn 
ivestigation, acquit Cecilianus and condemn 
the Donatists. From this council, which was 
held so early as 318, it is manifest that appeals 
were not made to the bishop of Rome in the 
first instance ; and from the result we also find 
that the Donatists appealed even from the deci- 
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sion of the bishop of Rome, and those de- 
puted by the emperor, to assist him in the ar- 
bitration ; for in the next year, 314, the Dona- 
tists appeal a second time to the emperor, Syl- 
vester, being pope; on which appeal, the empe- 
ror orders a council to assemble at Arles, in 
August, 314. In this council, consisting of 
thirty-three bishops, Macrinus, bishop of Ar- 
les, presided, as appears from his name being 
at the head of the subscribers, and the deputies 
of the pope next. In this council the Dena- 
tists are again condemned ; and hence it is ma- 
nifest, (as we said before) that a decree of a 
council, confirmed by the pepe, was not final ; 
in short, no decision in ecclesiastical maiters 
was decisive and final, unless it were made ina 
general council, and then the decree, confirmed 
by an edict of the emperor, which, in the time 
of Justinian, gave these decrees the force of 
canon laws—of imperial validity. 

It is clear to a demonstration, that the duty, 
or office of arbitrator, imposed upon the pope, 
by the emperor, in case of appeals, so far from 

-being a privilege (jure divino) was more a 
labour or official duty, occasionally imposed 
upon him by the emperor, as being the bishop 
of the metropolis of the empire. Butalthough — 
at first the bishops of Rome did not interfere, 
unless at the special. command, of the emperor, 
they subsequently endeavoured. to establish it 
as a right, and. began to act, not as impartial 


and: friendly arbitrators, appointed by the ime 
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perial governors, but as judges de jure ; and 
as they could not pretend that they were in- 
vested with this power or privilege by a divine 
right, we will find that they very soon after 
the council of Nice, attempted to support it by 
an ecclesiastical canon, which they pretended 
was enacted in that first Gicumenical council. 
In the time of St. Austin, three popes, Inno- 
cent, Zosimus, and Celestine, successively en- 
deavoured to deprive the African church of her 
independence, by attempting to enforce the 
right of appeal to the see of Rome from the 
decrees of provincial churches. ‘Two councils, 
held in Africa, had excommunicated the here- _ 
tic Pelagius, with his disciple Celestius ; and _ 
lest the bishop of Rome would receive and 
protect the delinquents, as was the general | 
practice, under the pretence of receiving ap- 
peals, the council of Carthage write to the 
pope: ‘ We have anathematised Pelagius and 
Celestine, and have thought fit to acquaint you 
with it, that to the decrees of our mediocrity 
might be added the authority of the apostolic 
see.” That of Milevi write, “ And this error 
and impiety, which hath every where so many 
followers and abettors, owght also to be anathe- 
matised by the apostolic see! in fact, they inti- 
mated as much, that the pope himself favoured 
the heresy ; for they sent him not only St. 
Austin’s refutation of a book written by Pela- 
gius, but also the book itself, and took care to 
mark those sentences in it which they chiefly 
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condemned, a piecé of conduct not very flat« 
tering to an infallible father of an infallible 
church, if moderns can be believed. 

Innocent thought fit to join the Africans in 
the condemnation of these two heretics. (Austin, 
Kp. 90, 95.) But in about five or six years after, 
. Celestius appeals to Zosimus, the successor of 
Innocent, and having submitted to him a con- 
fession of his faith, which being approved of by 
Zosimus, he takes him into communion, and 
under his protection; from which it is evident, 
either that the pope approved of the heresy, 
or was imposed upon by Celestius. The latter 
is the alternative approved of by the divines 
of Rome. However that matter be, Zosimus 
wrote a letter to the Africans, ordering Pauli- 
nus, the accuser of Celestius, to repair to Rome, 
which mandate is disregarded, and the African 
council condemn the doctrine of Pelagius and 
Celestius de novo; on which, Zosimus deserts 
_ the cause of Celestius ; and being affronted by 
some contumelious conduct of Celestius, finally 
condemns him at Rome. In the year 418, on 
the Ist of May, we find that a general council 
from all the African provinces, was convened at 
Carthage, consisting of two hundred and twen- 
ty-five fathers, who not only confirm the formef 
condemnation of the Pelagian heresy, but passed 
a decree: ‘ That if any one should appeal be- 
yond sea, he should not be received into 
communion by any of the African churches.” — 
{Con. L. 2, p. 1064.) 
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The case of Apiarius, a presbyter of Sicca, 
who, being convicted of many crimes, was ex- 
communicated by his own bishop, Urbanus, is 
still more important ; for it holds forth the con- 
-duct of pope Zosimus, not merely as ambitious, 
but most flagitious ; because he, not being satis- 
fied with justifying the appeal of Apiarius, 
without ever hearing what was, or could be 
alleged against him, thought proper, not only 
to restore Apiarius to the communion of the 
church, but also to his former rank; and to 
‘support these measures, sent a solemn embassy 
into Africa, consisting of Faustinus, bishop of 
Potentia, in Picenum, with Philippus and Asel- 
lus, presbyters of Rome. 

These legates were furnished with an official 
letter of instructions from the pope, which let- 
ter contained two decrees, alleged to be decrees 
of the council of Nice ; Me Ea to which de- 
crees, or canons, the Aiba were bound to 
admit appeals to the bishop of Rome. On the 
reading of this letter, in the council assembled 
A. D. 419, consisting of two hundred and seven- 
teen ae eeas Hi! effect was electrical: the 
African bishops were astounded at hearing two 
decrees read, neither of which had ever been 
heard of in their church before, having never 
made their appearance in their own catalogue 
of the canons of Nice, which had been proustit 
to them by (Cecilianus) who officiated in that 
council on the part of the African church. 
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However, the general council, composed of 
two hundred and seventeen African bishops, 
from the various provinces, in which Aure- 
lius bishop of Carthage, presided, and next 
to him sat the primate of Numidia, and Faus- 
tinus, the pope’s legate, enjoyed the third place 
of dignity, acted with cool firmness: and the 
president, Aurelius, opened the proceedings of 
the council, by proposing that the canons of the | 
council of Nice should be read, according to 
the African copies, which mode of proceeding 
Faustinus opposed, and haughtily told the as- 
sembled fathers “ That it mattered not whether 
these two decrees were found in their copies or 
not; or indeed in any other. You must know, 
(says he) that the canons or ordinances of Nice 
which have been handed down to us by tradition, 
and established by custom, are no less binding 
than those which have been conveyed to us by 
writing.” On which the fathers of the council re- 
solved to write to the bishops of Constantinople, 
Alexandria, and Antioch, for the authentic 
copies of the genuine canons; in which mea- 
sure, though strongly opposed by Faustinus, as 
if imputing fraud and forgery to the holy see, 
the council persevered. A promise, however, 
was made, that the disputed canons should be 
observed, until the authentic copies were re- 
ceived, in which arrangement St. Austin also 
agreed. : 

In the same year (419) the authentic copies 
are sent them from Atticus, patriarch of Con- 
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stantinople, and Cyril, of Alexandria. On coni- 
paring those two copies with their own, brought, 
as we said before, by Cecilianus, who had offici- 
ated at Nice, they were found to agree most accu- 
rately, and the decrees produced by the pope’s 
legate, were not found in the two authentic copies 
they had thus received from the eastern patri- 
archs. On which these holy fathers scouted 
the unhallowed attempt of a Christian bishop 
to bereave them of the liberty whereof the 
Messiah had made them free, and which liberty 
had been accurately defined and fenced by the 
decrees of the first council of Nice, which de- 
crees were deemed obligatory upon the whole 
Christian world. 

In the whole history of the Christian church, 
perhaps, there is nota more flagrant instance 
of the disgraceful detection of a most corrupt 
and nefarious forgery; and we find that the 
manly and canonical firmness of the bishops of 
Carthage, amongst whom St. Austin shone 
with the most brilliant lustre, was attended 
with complete success ; for Boniface, who suc- 
ceeded Zosimus, acquiesced in the decision of 
the African bishops, respecting appeals, and 
their church was not disturbed in his adminis- 
tration. 

From this entire transaction, we are en- 
abled to throw full light upon the question of 
appeals, which in its origin was an unprincipled 
and unchristian attempt at usurpation, sup- 
ported by a gross and palpable forgery. For 
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this pope Zosimus had effrontery enough to 
claim this privilege, by which he endeavoured 
to enslave the African church, from divine 
right, if he could have exhibited a shadow of 
foundation for such pretension, But instead of 
resting his claim upon any thing like divine 
right, we find that he depended exclusively 
upon human ordinance, namely, pretended 
canons of an (Ecumenical council, which he 
never would have done, could he have put 
forward with any probability of success, the 
broad principle of divine right, which in sub- 
sequent times has been None by his successors, 
when the world was buried in Cimmerian dark- 
ness, and no St. Austin to shed the light of 
truth upon the dark scene. 

_ Itis not a little surprising to see how the ad- 
-yocates for all the prerogatives of papal su- 
premacy, &c. are puzzled—the cardinals Bel- 
larmine and Baronius, with Noris, are put to 
their wits end; for to excuse corruption, they 
are compelled tacitly to give up infallibility, 
by saying that pope Zosimus mistook the 
canons of Sardica for those of Nice, which is in 
fact giving up the attribute of infallibility alto- 
gether; and the apology itself is not founded 
upon strong grounds of probability, if we duly 
arth Blak conduct of the pope’s principal 
legate at the council; For first, he endeavours 
to prove those canons as genuine, upon the 
authority of the See of Rome. Second, when 
that failed, he had recourse to the authority of 
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tradition, as preserved in the church of Rome. 
Third, he used his most strenuous efforts ta 
prevent the Africans from sending for a copy 
of the genuine canons, blustering and storm- 
ing, as if fraud and imposture were attributed 
to the Roman see. 

All which circumstances manifestly indicate 
collusion between the pope and his legate ; for 
it is quite ridiculous to suppose that in the ar- 
chives of Rome, there was no genuine copy of 
the Nicene creed to be produced, had the 
genuine canons favoured the pretensions of 
Zosimus to the right of receiving and deciding 
appeals absolutely, and by his own personal 
authority. The result of the entire proceedings 
was, that the council, as in duty bound, did 
excommunicate Apiarius for his crimes, &c. and 
tenewed the decree against appeals to Rome. 

The terms of their synodical letter to pope 
Celestine, who had succeeded to the see of 
Rome,’ according to the custom of that age, 
are important : 

“ We must let your venerability (venerabili- 
tas) know, that it hath been so. established 
by the councilof Nice; and altho’ clerks and — 
laymen are only mentioned, yet, it is evident, 
that the regulation was meant to extend to 
bishops also, &c, and the council of Nice hath 
subjected the bishops themselves to the judg- 
ment of their metropolitans. Would it not be 
presumption in any of us te suppose or imagine 
that God will inspire a particular person. with 
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the spirit of justice, and refuse it to many bishops 
assembled in council—and how can a judgment 
given out of the country, and beyond sea, be 
right, when the necessary witnesses cannot be 
present, on account of age, sex, or any other 
impediment? As for your sending legates, we 
find no such ordinance in any council, nor in 
the writings of the fathers. As to the canon 
sent to us by our colleague, Faustinus, as a ca- 
non of the council of Nice, we must let you 
know, that no such canon is to be found in the 
genuine and uncorrupted copies of that coun- 
cil, which have been transcribed and sent us 
by our fellow bishop, Cyril of Alexandria, and 
the reverend Atticus, of Constantinople. Those 
copies we sent to Boniface, your predecessor, of 
worthy memory. We therefore earnestly re- 
quest, you will send no more legates nor eécle- 
siastics to execute your judgments here, lest 
you should seem to introduce worldly pride and 
arrogance into the church of Christ.” 

The above document clearly proves, that the 
claim of the pope to any authority, in case of 
foreign appeals, isa palpable usurpation, being 
founded neither upon divine right nor eccle- 
siastical constitution, as is manifest from the 
fraudulent and unchristian attempt to impose 
upon the Africans a gross and wicked forgery. 
Moderns, therefore, ought to be ashamed of 
‘such a nefarious attempt, and disclaim the mea- 
sures and the men. Happily, indeed, the 
African bishops, with St. Austin at their head, 
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were not to be duped by the cunning address 
and management of the bishop of Rome. 

At an earlier period, even before the council 
of Nice, when pope Stephen displayed so much 
insolence, ambition, and arrogance, we find 
that St. Cyprian advanced five very solid ar- 
guments against appeals to the see of Rome : 

First—Such appeal was contrary to an eccle- 
siastieal canon. 

Second—Unjust; because it prejudiced the 
rights of particular bishops. — 

ThirdBecause the clergy and people should 
not be compelled to leave their own homes, and 
go beyond sea. 

Fourth—Causes could be better decided on 
the spot, when the proper witnesses were at 
hand, and could be easily produced. 

Fifth—Because there is a competent autho- 
rity every where in the church. 

A short time after the death of Cyprian, pro- 
vincial bishops, called metropolitan, because 
they generally resided in the metropolis, were 
appointed, with authority superior to the other 
bishops. Such as the power of conferring 
orders ; and second, they obtained by custom,. 
the power of calling provincial synods, which 
custom, by the council of Nice, was established 
by a particular canon. Again; in order to 
maintain unity, exarchs, or primates over these 
metropolitans, were appointed, conformable to 
the civil government of the empire. At first, 
these primates acknowledged no superior; but 
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by little and little, those of Constantinople, 
Antioch, Alexandria, and Rome, made en- 
croachments; and finally, to give ecclesiastical 
sanction to those customs, ds coh had established 
- themselves by degrees, the council of Chalce- 
don constituted four patriarchal sees, namely, 
of Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, and 
Antioch, that of Jerusalem being merged into 
Cresarea, the capital city of Palestine, though 
Jerusalem had been the parent of all the Chris- 
tian churches, which demonstratively proves, 
that it was the political importance of any city 
which gave eminence to the see. Accordingly, 
this council of Chalcedon, in its second canon, 
decree, that the patriarch of Constantinople 
shall have the honor of primacy next after the 
bishop of Rome, and not before him, because 
thai city is not so ancient as Rome. And the 
council of Antioch, canon (9) “ The bishop- 
rics of great cities shall have the pre-eminence, 
because all men of business repair to the capi- 
fal city. Ata later date we have the authority 
of Guicciardini, ‘‘ That the city of Ravenna 
disputed with Rome for the primacy, because 
the seat of religion hath by custom, followed the 
power of the empire and its nerf And at the 
time the Exarch resided at Ravenna. | 

So late as 991, (Con. Rhem. c. 26 and 28, 
under Hugh Capet) the archbishop Arnoulph, 
having been deposed in opposition to the pope, 
the council ask him why they should prefer his 
apostleship before that of others, 
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Jn their 28th canon they say, “ What would 
laws avail, if all were to be governed by one 
man ?” 

Aventin in Boi. Hist., gives us an account of 
a letter written by the emperor Barbarossa 
(1150) to the princes of Germany, complaining 
that popes having increased in wealth and dig- 
nity, began to apply themselves to dethrone 
princes ae kings, and cannot suffer an equal. 
That having destroyed the head of the empire, 
they affect not only dominion, but divinity 
itself, and will not be feared or adored less than 
God ; and adds, that the Christian religion hath 
no Bréater enemies than they. ; 

Now as this letter was written near 400 years 
before the reformation, the only wonder and 
astonishment is, that such an event did not 
happen much earlier. 

Subsequent to the council of Carthage, in 
which St. Austin presided, a general council of 
200 fathers was convened at Ephesus, which 
council in their 8th canon decree, ‘ That no 
bishop should invade the rights of another ; but 
that every metropolitan should retain his aly 
ful power, and every province should have its 
ancient rights preserved.” For which ordi- 
nance they assigned the three following rea- 
sons :—First, Lest the canons of the church 
‘should be violated—Second, Lest the churches 
of Christ should unawares lose their liberty— 
Third— Lest the pride of secular power should 
be brought into the church, 
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The third reason assigned by this Gicumeni- 
eal council had been strongly urged by. the 
council of Carthage, in their synodical epistle 
to pope Celestine, fai being confirmed by this 
general council, was established as a canonical 
ordinance of the universal church, and conse- 
quently obligatory upon all bishops. And surely 
viothing can be more explicit and direct against 
the pretended right of appeal. 

Above all, the third reason assigned is a de- 
cided canonical impediment to thal union of the 
temporal and spiritual power in the person, of the 
bishop of Rome, to the ruin of all true religion. 
{t is expressly and clearly prohibited by the 
words of St. Peter himself, as delivered in his 
general epistle, where he charges the elders or 
bishops to take care of God’s flock or church, 
not as lords, or temporal rulers, like the pope, 
but by being ensamples to the flock. And how 
very unlike the Lord of Life himself, who 
washed his disciples’ feet, instead of giving them 
his toe to kiss, or requiring kings to hold his 
stirrup. How very contrary to the spirit of the 
religion of the Prince of Peace, must the ap- 
pearance of a pope at the head of an army, 
with his purple, his mitre, and his crozier, be 
pronounced by all, whether opposers of, or ad- 
vocates for the spiritual supremacy of St. Peter. 

About twenty yearsafter the council of Ephe- 
sus, the great council of Chaicedon assembied, 
consisting of 630 fathers. Now this great coun- 
ceil, in their 28th canon, confirmed the decree 
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previously made by the synod held at Constan- 
tinople ; which synod, by their second canon, 
had conferred on the bishops of Constantinople 
and Rome, an equality of honor and privilege, 
upon this ground: that as Constantinople had 
becume new Rome, and the seat of the govern- 
ment, it was meet and right that the bishops of 
the two imperial sees should possess and enjoy 
an equality of privilege and pre-eminence.— 
But in none of these councils was any special 
right of dominion, or supreme juridical authori- 
ty of a spiritual nature, conferred, ‘The pri- 
vileges or prerogatives granted, were merely 
such as eoncerned rank and precedence, 
Against this 28th canon of this great and 
general council, by which the bishop of Con- 
stantinople was placed on an equality with the 
bishop of Rome, not only the legates at the 
council itself, but also the next succeeding 
popes, struggled with all their might; as any 
one may ince by reading the history of the 
lives of Leo, Pelagius, fal Gregory the Great. 
Leo wrote to Anatolius, the then patriarch 
of Constantinople, accusing him of pride and 
ambition, and he strenuously pleaded the 
canons, and vindicated the privileges of every 
primate, in opposition to the imperial patri- 
arch. He also wrote to the emperor Marcian, 
charging the bishop of Constantinople with 
breaking the peace of the church, and with 
violating the decrees of the uci of Nice, 
which had left the privilege of precedence with 
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the bishop of Rome. He even wrote to the 
empress Pulcheria, in hopes of engaging her 
to espouse the cause cf old Rome, in opposition 
to new Rome, or Constantinople, but failed in 
all these applications ; and that he might leave 
nothing unattempted for the maintenance of 
the pre-eminence of his own see, he wrote te 
the patriarch of Antioch, in expectation of 
gaining him over to oppose the elevation cf the 
Constantinopolitan see, and finally wrote to the 
council itself, to dissuade the fathers, if possible, 
from confirming this obnoxious decree. Not- 
withstanding this strenuous opposition and 
zealous stand, made by pepe Leo against the 
aggrandisement of the imperial ‘patriarch of 
the east, the council confirmed their decree, by 
which this patriarch obtained a canonical su- 
periority of rank and pre-eminence in the east, 
similar to that which had been enjoyed by the 
bishop of Rome in the west. The council felt. 
that the question was one of mere rank and 
-honor ; and justly considered that as Constan- 
tinople was now onan equality with old Rome, 
or perhaps superior, inasmuch as it was the 
chief seat of government, and the residence of 
the court and senate, it was fit that the two 
bishops of the imperial sees should be placed 
on terms at least of equality, with respect to 
honor and pre-eminence. Accordingly we find 
that the imperial city of Constantinople, in pro- 
gression of time, began to rise higher, and old 
Rome todecline. John, patriarch of Constan- 
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tinople, in about a century after the éwo im- 
perial bishopricks had been placed on an 
equality, in a synod held at Constantinople, 
obtained the high and towering title of univer- . 
sal bishop, a title which had never been before 
conferred, canonically, on any bishop, either 
of the east or west: This new and important 
title, by which the independence of every other 
bishop, or even patriarch, might be invaded 
and destroyed, naturally and justly excited 
the jealousy, and fired the ambition, of the 
bishop of Rome, who, very reasonably, became 
alarmed lest that the patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, as the imperial city was flourishing, and 
ancient Rome declining, and all Italy suffering 
dreadfully from the oppression of the Lom- 
bards, might through ambition, use this title 
of universal bishop, in subjecting the see of 
Rome, as well as others, to that of Constanti- 
nople—reasoning fairly that the ambition of 
men is such, that they will never continue long 
on an equality, if the means of gaining an as- 
cendancy be in their power. And no doubt,, 
had: Constantinople continued politically to in- 
crease, and Rome to decrease, the patriarch of 
Constantinople would have continued chief, or 
supreme bishop, in point of dignity, or pre- 
eminence ; which in faet he did do for the 
space of 200 years. | 

In this new emergency we find that the 
then pope, Gelasius, did not sleep on his post, 
or suffer his episcopal brother John, to assume 
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and enjoy his title without the greatest oppo- 
sition, for he instantly wrote to him a most 
violent letter, in which he calls this new title 
rash, proud, superstitious ; and in an epistle 
to the synod itself, which confirmed the title, 
he reprobates the act as a diabolical usurpation, 
injurious to the honor and dignity of all patri- 
archs; as well as of inferior bishops, and finally, 
a violation of the canons of Nice, which would 
eventually bring the members of the church of 
Christ into slavery.—(Ep. Pelag. ad Synod, in 
Binn. Con. tom. 2, part 2, ps 257, et Gratian, 
Decr. p. 303.) 

Notwithstanding that all this violent oppo- 
sition of Gelasius proved unavailing, we find 
his successor, pope Gregory the Great, equally 
indignant and inveterate in his resentment. He 
said that this new title seandalised all men, that 
all bishops were enraged at it, that the Ca- 
tholic church was disturbed, that the peace of 
the church was broken, that the whole church 
was rent to pieces by the scandal it had given. 
And though in point of fact this new title did 
not confer any spiritual power or jurisdiction, 
but concerned rank and pre-eminence alone, 
yet we find that Gregory lost all patience, and 
called his brother of Constantinople, “ robber, 
wolf, encroacher upon the rights of all bishops, 
the imitator of Lucifer in pride, the forerunier 
of Antichrist.” 

It would not be easy to find invectives of a 
more violent or virulent nature, in all the works 
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of the irascible Luther, than those which pope 
Gregory fulminated against his brother of Con- 
stantinople. 

He also wrote to the Emperer Mauritius, as 
his predecessor, Leo, had done on the former 
occasion ; and also to the bishops of Alexandria, 
Antioch, Thessalonica, &c. against the usurp- 
ing patriarch, calling his title of universal 
bishop, novel, vain, ambitious, impious, exe- 
crable, antichristian, blasphemous, infernal, 
diabolical. “ Who (he says to John) do you 
imitate in assuming that arrogant title ? who, 
but him, who swelled with pride, exalted him- 
self above so many legions of angels, his equals, 
that he might be subject to none.” 

From this argument, it is quite evident that 
Gregory ranks all bishops on an equality, jure 
divino, and does not place himself above others 
on account of being bishop of Rome. He 
further argues that the apostles were only heads 
of particular congregations, and that they all 
were members of the church, under one head, 
Jesus Christ, and none of them could be called 
universal. If none of the apostles (he adds, 
arguing against John) would be called univer- 
sal, what answer will you make in the last day 
to Christ, the head of the universal church ? 
You who by arrogating that name, strive to sub- 
ject all his members to yourself.” 

He accuses John (though styled his most 
holy brother, io his epistle to the emperor) of 
being the forerunner of Antichrist, by the as- 
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sumption of such a pompous title as that of 
universal bishop ; and adds, “those (meaning 
the clergy) who were chosen to point out the 
way of meekness and humility, are themselves 
become now the slaves of pride and ambition.— 
Lib. 4, Ep. 32. 

In his episile to the emperor Mauritius, he 
entreats him to controul the ambition of a man, 
who not satisfied with being a bishop, affected 
to be called the sole bishop. Hence we see 
that pope Gregory, in the case of the bishop of 
Constantinople, considered universal bishop, 
and sole bishop, as synonymous terms. 

He states that another very bad consequence — 
would arise from this title of universal bishop, 
“‘ That if there were an universal bishop, and 
he should err, then the universal church would 
err with him.” From this we see that pope 
Gregory supposed it possible for an universal 
bishop to err, and if an universal bishop might 
err, then all bishops might: err, and conse- 
quently none infallible. It will appear quite © 
evident, that it was a jealonsy founded on tem- 
poral and worldly considerations, which so 
mightily alarmed the Roman pontiffs, whilst 
those in the east felt no, apprehensions what- 
ever about the supposed probable loss of inde- 
pendence ; for when Gregory wrote to the 
patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch, in hopes 
of exciting an alarm about independence, we 
find that Anastasius, patriarch of Antioch, made 
little of the matter, which seemed to disturb 
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the pope so much ; and in his reply expressed 
great surprise that a matter which appeared. to 
him of such small moment could excite so great 
apprehensious in the mind of Gregory. 

Cyriacus, the successor of John, on his election 
to the dignity of patriarch of Constantinople,and 
consequently to the title of universal bishop, 
possessed by his predecessor, wrote to Gregory 
an official notification of his elevation, as well 
as the usual. profession of faith, which was the 
universal custom of the church in ancient times, 
as well on the part of the popes of Rome as of 
other bishops; when elected, they all used to 
send letters of notification of their ordination, 
accompanied with an official confession of faith, 
for the satisfaction of the whole church. 

On the present occasion, when this patriarch. 
and universal bishop sent an official profession 
of his faith to all those bishops in communion 
with him, it ought not to be pretended by 
Romanists, that because, the popes constantly 
did the same thing, their faith should regulate 
the faith of all others; this would be, in fact, 
to make a practice common to both, or rather 
to all parties, produce a different effect, when 
referred to Rome and Constantinople, or any 
other see. : 

If the pope send a notification of his election 
and an official confession of his faith, for the 
satisfaction of others in communion with him, 
this, they argue, is to regulate the faith of those 
tv whom the communication ismade ; but when 
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a similar communication is made to the church 
of Rome, it is argued without any reason what- 
‘ever, it is then done, that the bishop of Rome 
may be certified of the faith, in order that 

he may correct it if wrong. Such reasoning is 
as absurd as if a natural philosopher would 
make the same physical cause produce directly 
opposite effects. 

Gregory, though galled at the possession of 
the title of universal bishop, to which the patri- 
arch did not allude in his official epistle, receiv- 
ed with a good grace the profession of faith, &e. 
but he took care to charge his legate at Con- 
stantinople not to communicate with the new 
patriarch unless he relinquished the obnoxious 
title of universal bishop. 

But when he learned that the patriarch would 
not give up his title, he then wrote him a very 
angry letter, in which are these words; “ Ego 
fidenter dico, quod quisque se universalem sa- 
cerdotem vocat, vel vocari desideret, in elatione 
sua, Antechristum preecurrit”—in plain Eng- 
lish: I do confidently aitirm, that whosoever 
calls himself universal priest, or in the pride of 
his heart desires to be so called, is the forerunner 
of Antichrist. 

St. Ireneus also, expressly says, “ That he 
who aims at divine honors, when he is nothing 
but a servant and a minister in the church, 
ought to. be esteemed Antichrist.” 

If then, in the opinion, of Pope Gregory, to 
eal] oneself universal bishop, or even to wish to 
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be so called, is acting the part of the forerunner 
ot Antichrist, what ought to be said of some of 
his successors, “‘ we ligt xe! affirm, define and 
pronounce it to be necessary to salvation, for 
every human creature to be subject to the Ro- 
man pontiff.’ This was a decree issued by 
Pope Boniface VIII. in the thirteenth century. 

We find that Gregory, when an occasion of- 
fered, acted up to the spirit of his letter sent 
to the patriarch, for when addressed as univer- 
sal father, by Eulogius, bishop of Alexandria, 
he refused the title. “ If (says he) you give 
me more than is due to me, you rob yourself of 
what is due to you; I choose to be distinguished 
by my conduct, (mores) and not by titles—no- 
thing can redound to my honour, which re- 
dounds to the dishonour of my brethren. If you 
call me universal pope, or father, (as pope lite- 
rally signifies father) you thereby acknowledge 
yourself to be no pope. Let no such titles, 
therefore, ever be mentioned amongst us. 
Your holiness says, in your letter, that | com- 
manded you—I command you! I know who 
TI am,and who you are: in rank you are my 
brother, by your morals (mores) my father: I 
therefore did not command you; and I beg of 
you, that you will for ever forbear the use of 
that word.” 

This leads me to the finale of Gregory the 
great, who, after having set every engine to 
work which his fertile ingenuity could devise 
and bring into action, he having written letters. 
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to the patriarch of Constantinople, to the coun- 
cil, to various bishops, and, finally, to the 
emperor and empress, he then, in the last 
extremity, had recourse to a new expedient: 
he tried what the contrast of an opposite ex- 
treme could effect—if it could even effect any 
thing. He assumed to himself the title of ser- 
vant of servants, instead of universal bishop ; 
which spiteful title his successors have retained, 
most ludicrously, unto the present times. _ 

Now the retainers of this most ludicrous title, 
appear to me to preserve it without due con- 
sideration ; for if they retain it on the original 
principles upon which it was established by 
Gregory the Great, they entirely overturn the 
supremacy of the pope and see of Rome. 

But to return to the original question,—we 
hear what an immense outcry was raised by 
Gregory, and his predecessors, at the ambitious 
title assumed by the patriarch of Constantino- 
ple, though those very popes should, in justice 
and conscience, have recollected, that their own 
predecessors, when in the plenitude of power, 
by foree, by fraud, and by forgery, did attempt 
to deprive the African church of her inde- 
pendence in the case of appeals. Now, after 
this immense outcry, raised on the present oc- 
easion, it must appear a most extraordinary 
fact, reeorded in authentic ecclesiastical his- 
tory, that the next successor but one of this 
_ same Gregory the Great, not only did solicit, 
but actually obtained this said title of universal 
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bishop, so much execrated by St. Gregory the 
Great. 

Not only ecclesiastical, but general history 
informs us, that the emperor Mauritius was put 
to death by order of Phocas, a centurion of his 
army, who usurped the empire, and that four of 
the emperor’s sons were put to death at the same 
time with their unfortunate father; and what 
was still worse, that the empress, with three of 
her daughters, who at first took sanctuary in a 
christian asylum, under the protection of the 
patriarch Cyriacus, were drawn from thence by 
fair promises, and the moment the tyrant got 
the empress and her daughters into his posses- 
sion, notwithstanding the protection afforded 
them by Cyriacus, yet they were all ordered for 
execution, which was, consequently, inflicted at 
Chalcedon, where her husband and four sons had 
. previously suffered by the murderous hands of 
the usurper’s executioners. 

Now, though it will be freely admitted by 
every protestant, as well as every lover of truth, 
that from the first foundation of a weet ete 
church at Rome, no man, in point of talents, 
and other acquirements, excelled pope Gre- 
gory ; notwithstanding all his high mental qua- 
lities, for which qualities, as an able governor of 
the church of Rome, he most deservedly aes 
quired the appellation, or surname of Great, 
yet it must appear a subject of the most poig- 
nant regret that such a man as Gregory could 
so far forget himself as to rejoice at the death 
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of the emperor Mauritius, merely because a 
possible opening was made for the probable ag- 
grandisement of the church of Rome. 

From the authentic letters written by Gre- 
_ gory to the usurper Phocas, and his empress 
Leontia, on receiving their pictures, according 
to the custom of the times, it will appear too 
evident, that he had the glory of the see of 
Rome more at heart than the glory of God, or — 
the good of Christ’s universal church: for the 
beginning of this epistle to the usurper Phocas 
is not only chringing and fulsome, but, in my 
Opinion, impious, 

The letter begins with these words: “ Glory 
to God in the highest, who, as it is written, 
changes times and removes kings, and sets up 
kings, &c. the most high rules in the kingdom — 
of men, and gives to whomsoever he will. The 
almighty giveth sometimes, in his justice, 
princes to afflict his people ; and sendeth some- 
times, in his mercy, princes to comfort and re- 
lieve them. Let the heavens, therefore, re- 
joice, and the earth leap for joy. Let the 
whole people rejoice for so happy a change,” 

Such sentiments, coming even from an ordi- 
nary person, must excite disgust; but when 
we consider that the writer was a christian 
bishop, holding a high rank in the church of 
Christ, every one who possesses the feelings of 
a christian, or even of a civilized human being, 
must be shocked. But if this epistle to the 
usurper himself was bad and unchristian, that 
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to the empress Leontia was flagitious, as it soars 
higher into the regions of Saree and unna- 
tural addulation, 

In his epistle to Leontia, he says, “ What 
tongue can utter, what mind can conceive, the 
thanks we owe to God, &c. Let angels give 
glory to God in heaven;—let men _ return 
thanks unto Ged upon earth. 

It may be fairly and honestly asked, for what 
are all the powers, both in heaven and on 
earth, to be called into requisition, in order that 
these powers may rejoice with the most unna- 
tural pope, because an innocent emperor had ~ 
been murdered by the orders of his own cen- 
turion ; and because his wife and children, in 
their tender age, had fallen by the hands of the 
executioner. Was this a subject for rejoicing ? 
was it a fit occasion for the angels in heaven to 
rejoice, because the commandments of Jehoya 
were trampled under foot? The God of heaven . 
and of earth had, by a special commandment, 
forbidden murder; yet we find this man, him- 
self a teacher of God’s word, presuming ta 
praise God—for what ? for a most flagitious 
murder, contrary to the ex press command, “ You 
shall commit no murder.” If pope Gregory 
had even a personal pique against the emperor 
Mauritius, still, as a man of ane , anda good 
christian, he ought to have drapped the tear of 
pity for the unhappy fate of poor Constantia and 
her three daughters, leaving her four sons, her 
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husband, and brother-in-law out of the qués« 
tion. 

Even Gibbon, in his Roman history; stamps 
this conduct with the seal of execration—he 
says, “ Asa subject, and a christian, it was the 
duty of Gregory to acquiesce in the established 
government; but the joyful applause by which 
he salutes the fortune of the assassin, sullied 
with undeniable disgrace the character of the 
saint. The successors of the apostles might 
have, with decent firmness, inculcated the 
guilt of blood; aud the necessity of repent- 
ance.” 

But if any credit can be given to the pre- 
vious letters of Gregory, this said emperor 
Mauritius had proved himself a great benefac- 
tor. His words must speak for themselves. 

It appears that Gregory acknowledged the 
benevolence of the emperor, and felt, or pre- 
tended to feel, the most ardent attachment 
to his person, for in the (62d Ep. Lib. 2) 
when writing to Theodoret, the emperor’s phy- 
sician, this highly talented pope thus ex- 
presses himself: “My tongue cannot well 
express the many benefits Ihave received from 
the Almighty, and from my most serene lord 
the emperor ; and in what other manner can I 
acknowledge them but by LOVING the VERY 
GROUND on which HE TREADS.” 

To what criminal lengths will temporal am- 
bition not carry even the greatest men, when 
they want the true spirit of real religion ; for 
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in the year 593, Gregory called the emperof 
his most serene lord, and said that he loved the 
very ground upon which he walked. Yet 
history truly tells us, that in nine short years 
he is found singing glory to God in the highest, 
and calling upon all the angels in heap and 
men upon earth, to praise God for his cruel 
murder. 

Such conduct in any man would pe ieenietin, 
butin a pope, the chief bishop of the whole 
western church, to use his own language, ‘‘ was 
execrable, impious, blasphemous, diabolical.” 
It was to be expected asa matter of course, 
that such epistles as those from which we have 
faithfully made extracts, as they have come 
down to us, would be favourably received by a 
murderer and usurper. The holy fathers of the 
seventh general council, convened 4. pv. 784, 
entertained an opinion of the usurper very 
different from that of Gregory; for they call 
Phocas “ the dragon of the great deep, and a 
cruel tyrant, who murdered the very mild.and 
upright prince Mauritius.”—Act 4, page 271. 

History informs us that Gregory died before 
he had reaped any advantage from his apostacy 
and base desertion of his imperial master and 
serene lord, whose very footsteps he felt it his 
bounden duty to love. 

Tho’ the next successor of Gregory did not 
derive any immediate advantage from the 
measures pursued by him, yet we find that 
Boniface, who succeded next but one to 
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Gregory, had the address to prevail on the 
usurper Phocas, to divest the patriarch of Con- - 
_ stantinople of his title of universal bishop, and 
transfer it to himself. Now, if this title of uni- 
versal bishop, which must have comprehended 
supremacy, could have been transferred by the | 
mere act ofan usurpiig emperor, it must follow 
that the title could not be of a spiritual charac- 
ter, or derived, jure divino, as is now pretend- 
ed by the sycophants of Rome. In fact, after 
the epistles of Gregory had paved the way, it 
proved no very difficult matter for Boniface 
to procure from Phocas, the transfer of the 
title (whatever it may be construed to sig- 
nify) from Syriacus, and have it vested in 
himself. Because Cyriacus, the patriach of 
Constantinople, on whose ancestors it had been 
conferred, almost 200 years before, by a synod 
held at Constantinople, and therefore more 
canonical than after it had been fransferred 
by a murderer and usurper, had exerted his 
best endeavours to save the unfortunate ém- 
press and her daughters from destruction ; 
the usurper Phocas, therefore, by the transfer, 
gained a double advantage, for he gratified his 
creature Boniface, and mortified the patriarch 
of Constantinople, by the degrading transfer. 
In fact we find that Phocas, now emperor, 
revoked the former imperial edict, by which: 
the synodical decree conferring on John, patri- 
afch of Constantinople, the title of universal 
bishop, had been confirmed, and by a new im- 
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perial edict, transferred this title of universal 
bishop to the cringing and unprincipled Boni- 
face, | 
Romanists of the present day ought to blush, 
when they take a view of the odious and infer- _ 
nal origin of the title of universal bishop, in 
which the popes of Rome have so long and so 
greatly gloried; for they must see that it is not 
derived from Christ, nor his apostles, nor from 
any decree of a general couneil, or particular 
-sytiod, but on the contrary, it owes its origin to 
the abrogation of asynodical decree and an im- 
perial edict; and every letter of the new char- 
ter, or imperial edict, by which it was conferred, 
may be said to be written (like Draco’s laws) in 
blood—nay, in innocent blood. And this trans- 
action coinciding with the appearance of Ma- 
homet, some Christian writers fix upon this as 
the epoch of Antichrist. 

Now this edict being unsupported by any 
— ecclesiastical authority, and coming froma tem- 
poral prince, could only confer temporal 
privileges, and consequently of no_ intrinsic 
worth, spiritually speaking; and according to 
all historical accounts, amounted simply to this: 
That whereas, the title of universal bishop had 
been conferred on the patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, by a synod held there, and confirmed 
by an imperial edict; the said synedical decree 
and imperial edict, are by these presents an- 
nulled ; and the said title of universal bishop 
is hereby transferred to our trusty and welt 
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beloved friend and cousin, Boniface, bishop of 
Rome. 

Now if the supremacy of the bishop of Rome 
were thus transferrable, at the pleasure of a 
military usurper, an Oliver Cromwell, how can 
the successors of this highly favoured Boniface 
presume so far to change the very nature of 
things, as te setup a olsun of divine right to 
this title, which we learn from ee was, 
after a long struggle, conferred by a temporal 
prince, an usurper, and to crownall his de- 
merits, a murderer. 

Tt is universally admitted that the title of 
universal bishop, conferred by the decree of a 
synod, upon the patriarch of Constantinople, — 
after he had enjoyed it a length of time by 
custom, did exteud no farther than a simple 
honorary title, otherwise the bishops of the 
east would have been up in arms to maintain 
their independence, as had been done before 
when St. Cyprian and St. Austin, with the 
African bishops, withstood the attempt made 
by Stephen, Innocent, Zosimus, Celestine, 
bishops of Rome, fo invade the rights of the 
church, and to arrogate a kind of sovereignty 
to themselves. 

By this title the imperial rene was in- 
vested with an ecclesiastical and canonical su-— 
periority over the other bishops of the east, so 
far as to preside in councils, receive appeals in 
the first instance, in short, to be supreme in 
the church, next the emperor in every thing of 
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a temporal character. But this title gave him 
no spiritual prerogative or superiority whate- 
ver. In this respect, i. e. with respect to spiri- 
tual powers or privileges, all bishops, from the 
first foundation of christianity, were on a per- 
fect equality. 

That this title of naive bishop, amongst 
the eastern fathers, meant nothing farther than 
rank and preeminence, is avident’ trom the 
high sounding titles St. Basil gives to Athana- 
_ sius, patriarch of Alexandria, a see which, poli- 
tically considered, did nut rank so high as that 
of Constantinople, the imperial see, 

Basil, epis. 52. “ He (i. e, Athanasius) had 
the eare of all the churches, and that he thought 
ig most convenient for them to fly to him, as 
the head of them all, and to make use of him 
as their counsellor, as their captain and prince, 
in the government of their affairs.” 

Had St. Basil said half so much of the bishop 
of Rome in his time, our ears would have been 
stunned with pontifical noise and triumph 
echoing from the vatican, yet nothing was far- 
ther from the thoughts of Basil than the per- 
sonal supremacy or universal PeStorenip of St. 
Athanasius. 

Besides, had this title of universal bishop, 
possessed by Syriacus and his predecessors in 
the see of Constantinople, included in it any 
thing of a spiritual nature, surely none will dare 
to affirm that a murdering usurper could confer 
er transfer any thing which conveyed spiritual 
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grace or spiritual superiority, and that in oppo- 
sition to a synodical decree and a former impe- 
rial edict; the thing is impossible. Now, be it 
known to all those whom it may concern, that, 
to this grant alone, and to nothing else what- 
ever, was the bishop of Rome entitled to any 
‘kind of supremacy in the church ; (for, as to 
the pretended donation of Constantine the 
Great, we will, in the proper place, Na it to 
be a base forgery.) 

But no sooner had the cu nning and temporal- 
minded Boniface received the royal edict from 
Phocas, than he immediately set about convert- 
ing it intoa solid and perpetual engine of power 
in all things, whether spiritual er temporal. 

To conclude, we see here the first origin of 
the supremacy of the see of Rome, which, in 
its judicial form, was neither more nor less than 
the transfer of a title, held by the patriarchs of 
Constantinople for 200 years, and which had 
been confirmed by two councils, consisting of 
the two other great patriarchs and all the sena- 
tors of the imperial city, and ratified by the 
edicts of two lawful emperors in at least thirteen 
imperial laws: on the other side, neither Boni- 
face, nor all the champions of the church of 
Rome for him, could exhibit any charter what- 
ever, except the edict of an usurper; and we 
find, that after the death of Boniface, it was 
resumed by the patriarch of Constantinople, 
and it is held by the patriarch of that s see to the 
present time. 
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It ought to be remarked that tho’ the title of 
universal bishop was not conferred officially, or 
canonically, on the patriarch of Constantinople 
until the year 488, when it was regularly con- 
ferred on patriarch John, by a decree of council, 
yet it had been enjoyed long before by custom ; 
for the emperor Leo had styled Stephen arch- 
bishop and universal patriarch, in (10) laws 
successively ; and the same title was given by 
Justinian to Menas, to Epiphanius, to Anthe- 
mius, so that it should be understood that it was 
the first time in which the patriarch of Constan- 
tinople had obtained the sanction ofa decree of 
council confirming his title ; and notwithstand- 
ing the grant made by Phocas to pepe Boni- 
face, we find, that after the death of Phocas 
the title of universal bishop was confirmed to 
the patriarch of Constantinople by the 36th 
canon of the seventh general council, in which, 
the canonsof the four first general councils 
were confirmed, by which the see of Constan- 
tinople was placed at least on an equality with 
the see of Rome. 

To recapitulate the authorities of councils, 
as connected with supremacy, we find that in 
the second Gicumenical council, Gregory Na- 
sianzen, patriarch of Constantinople, acted as 
president ; though, by the first Nicene council, 
the patriarch of Alexandria had been consti- 
tuted first, in order of pre-eminence after the 
patriarch of Rome: hence it is evident that 
rank or pre-eminence depended on ecclesiasti- 
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eal constitution, conformable to the tapes, 
dignity of the several sees. 

In the year 451, Anatolius, patriarch of Con- 
stantinople, obtained the authority of an Gicu- 
menical council, as the only solid foundation of 
his supremacy over the bishops of the east.— 
This was the famous decree of the great council 
of Chalcedon, signed by 630 fathers, though 
the legates of the pope, who were present, 
gave it all the opposition in their parr This 
decree confirmed, : 

First—That canon of thesecond general coun- 
cil which had placed the bishop of new Rome 
next in rank to the bishop of old Rome. 

Second—It invested him with a patriarchal 

or primatial authority over the diocese of Pon- 
tus, Asia, Thrace. 
_ Third—It transferred to him the power of 
ordaining, in all places of these dioceses which 
were in the possession of the Heathens, which 
power had previously belonged to the dioce- 
sans. 

Fourth—An equality in all ithe: except 
precedence, was conferred on the bishop of 
Constantinople. | 

But precedence was still reserved for the 
bishop of old Rome; and the imperial com- 
missioners joined the fathers in ratifying this 
canon. Even the emperor Marcian wrote to the 
pope not to oppose the decrees of the council, 
as the matters determined chiefly concerned 
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the churches of the east, and that he was most 
anxious for the peace and igo bins of the 
church. 

Now the arguments used by this great council 
of 630 fathers, demonstrate, as aly and 
clearly as such a proposition admits of demon- 
stration, that neither Constantinople, nor Rome, 
nor any other see, had, or ought to have, any 
superior authority whatever by divine right, but 
merely from ecclesiastical constitution, founded 
on political reasons of state, according to the 
relative dignity of the sees in the empire. 

The words used by the fathers are these fol- 
lowing: | 

- Wheres the see of old Rome had been, 
not undeservedly, distinguished by the fathers 
with certain privileges, Beediuse that city was 
the seat of the emptre—the fathers of Con- 
stantinople were induced, by the same reason, 
to distinguish the most holy see of new Rome 
with equal privileges, thinking it rir that the 
city which they saw honoured with the emperor 
and senate, and equalled i in every civil privi- 
lege with old Rome, should likewise be equalled 
to her in ecclesiastical matters.” 

-If there were no other document but this to 
confute the pretended supremacy of the see of 
Rome, by divine right, surely this canon of so 
great a council as six hundred and thirty fathers, 
held 1371 years ago, with the reasons alleged 
for itsenactment, ought, of itself, to be suffi- 
cient. In this there is no mention of, nor any 


45 


reference to, St. Peter ;—no allusion ‘to any 
supposed dignity derivable from him ;—every 
thing connected with rank, or pre-eminence, 
depends on civil or political considerations, be- 
cause (as the fathers allege) the two imperial 
cities enjoyed equal civil rights, they should 
enjoy equal ecclesiastical privileges. Hence it 
incontrovertibly follows, that in the church of 
Christ, as every thing originally was equality, 
whatever pre-eminence subsequently was pos- 
sessed by any particular church, or see, it was 
derived from a civil source; that is, from 
human institution ; for we have already proved, 
that, according to the ordinance of the Messiah, 
all his apostles were equal; none, according to 
Him, was to be master. 

This conclusion, therefore, manifestly follows, 
that the pretended supremacy of the pope, or 
church of Rome, is utterly unsupported by 
sacred scripture ;—by the authority of the canons 
of the first four general councils of the Catholic 
church, which canons pope Gregory held in 
equal veneration with the four gospels ; nor can 
any title, either divine or ecclesiastical, be al- 
leged for it during the first 600 years of the 
christian zra; and, subsequently, the title was 
derived from an usurper ; and it is unfortified 
by any canon, or ordinance, of any general 
council whatever, but, as was shewn, stood, and 
still stands upon a much weaker ground than | 
the title of the patriarch of Constantinople, 
because his title was 200 years older ; was con- 
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ferred by a canon of an ecclesiastical council, 
and ratified by the laws of the empire; and it 
was recognised by a second council, and con- 
firmed, in despite of all the exertions made by 
some of the greatest popes of Rome to the con- 
trary. } 
And since these popes, in the case of other 
ehristian bishops, pronounced it a wicked, dia- 
bolical usurpation—a heresy :—we will, for the 
present, leave the assertors of papal supre- 
macy to reconcile the contradictory opinions of 


the infallible heads of their infallible church, 


ON 


THE ORIGIN 
OF THE 


POPE’S TEMPORAL POWER. 


‘ SECTION Il. 


Havine discussed the question of the origin 
of papal supremacy, as derived from the edict 
of the traitor and imperial usurper Phocas, we 
shall now briefly unfold the means by which 
the bishops of Rome obtained their temporal 
power and dominion. 

In this inquiry we will see a striking simili- 
tude and coincidence of circumstances, as well 
in the parties by whom the supremacy in spi- 
rituals and temporals was conferred, as in the 
parties themselves on whom this double power 
was conferred; for, as the title of universal 
bishop was granted to Pope Boniface by an 
usurper, we find that the see of Rome was in- 
debted to an usurper for the grant of her ter- 
ritorial possessions, and, consequently, of her 
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temporal power, and both acquisitions were 
made in the seventh century—that century in 
which Mahomet made his appearance, which 
circumstance induced some writers to fix on 
this period as the epoch of Antichrist. 

The history of the transaction in which we 
are at present concerted is briefly this: Pope 
Gregory II. thought proper to revolt from the 
Emperor Leo, because he wished to enforce in 
Yialy his imperial edict against the worship of 
images, A. D. 729, as he had previously in his 
eastern dominions. That this was the only 
cause why the pope renounced his allegiance, 
we learn from Sigonius; who; in his annals of 
Ltaly, informs us that Leo lost Italy on account 
of his strenuous opposition to image worship : 
<< Ko uno crimine, quod se inimicum prebuerat.” 
And Zonaras (Vit. Leon. [saur) informs us 
that he renounced his allegiance to the empe- 
ror and made a league with the Franks. Even 
Baronius states, that Gregory LI. did effectually 
cause the Romans and Italians to revolt from 
the emperor A. D. 730. 

A fier this revolt, the pope, in order to secure 
himself against the vengeance of the empe- 
ror, excited the Venetians and Lombards, un- 
der their king, Luitprand, to unite with him 
in opposing the emperor. On account of the 
disturbed state of affairs in the east, the empe- 
ror was unable to take any active measures on 
the occasion; the consequence of which was, 
that the pope, for the moment, enjoyed the 
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fruits of his defection, but exposed himself to 
the attacks of his ambitious neighbours, the 
Lombards, who, availing themselves of the 
earliest opportunity, ane’ the dukedom of 
Rome, in the pontificate of Gregory TIL. In his 
distress Gregory applied to Charles Martel, 
mayor of the palace and general of the armies 
of Childeric, king of the Franks, and proposed 
to renounce for ever his allegiance to the em- 
peror, and place himself under the protection 
of Charles, offering, at the same time, to confer 
on him the wanes dignity, as it had been con- 
ferred on Clovis, the first Christian king of the 
Franks. This proposal was accepted, and, on 
the conditions proposed, a treaty was concluded 5 
but both parties died before any consequences 
resulted from it, except that the Lombards, by 
the interference of Charles, withdrew their 
troops from the dukedom of Home. 

Pepin, the son of Charles Martel, after he 
had become sole protector, or mayor of the 
palace, under Childeric III. formed the design 
of wresting the sceptre from the hands of bis 
legitimate and liége sovereign; but fearing ani 
opposition to his schemes, on the part of the 
people, unless he procured the sanction of thé 
church to consecrate his usurpation. In order 
to effect which, he despatched a solemn embassy 
to Rome A. D. 752. and proposed this question 
to pope Zachary : “ Whether he who possessed 
the power, or he who enjoyed the title, best de- 
served to be king? 2” To which question, es, 
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received a most favorable answer, as was to be 
expected, in the then state of the church, and 
the empire, he hesitated no longer, but assem- 
bled the states of the kingdom at Soissons, and 
at once usurped the “Agcarnotent compelling 
the indolent and muattaniote eigen: to 
~ spend the remainder of his life in a monastery. 

Guiannone, in his history of Naples, (Lib. 5, 
c. 1.) says, that the pope absolved the French 
from their oath of allegiance, confirming Pepin 
in his usurpation, and had him crowned and 
anointed by the archbishop of Mentz. 

Baronius and Bellarmine maintain, that the 
French sceptre was transferred from Childeric 
to Pepin by papal authority. And pope Gre- 
gory VII. quotes the transaction as a precedent 
for himself, alleging, that Zachary had de- 
posed the king of the Franks, and had ab- 
solved his subjects from their oath of alle- 
giance taken to Childeric. (Decret. 2d part 
Caus. 15, Quest. 6.) 

Pope Stephen II. who succeeded Zachary, 
having failed.in his endeavours to obtain peace 
from Astulphus, the then king of the Lombards, 
took a journey into France A. D. 753, to in- 
duce king Pepin, if possible, to espouse his 
cause against the hostile proceedings of the 
Lombards. 

History informs us, that the usurper Pepin 
received pope Stephen with most extraordinary 
honors—having proceeded to the extent of 
three miles, attended by his queen, nobles, and 
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the whole ceurt, to meet him; and degraded 
himself so far as to perform the office of equerry 
to his holiness. All this humility and affected 
reverence appear to have been necessary to the 
political measures of Pepin; for, by exalting 
the pope, he thereby gave greater effect to his 
spiritual powers, by which the people were ab- 
solved from their former oath of allegiance, 
and procured a solemn and religious sanction to 
his coronation ;—his sons, Charles (afterwards 
surnamed the Great) and Carloman, being. 
anointed by the pope. This ceremony, also, 
confirmed the sovereignty in the family of 
Pepin. 

After so many and such precious favours 
were conferred by the pope, it was agreed, on 
the part of Pepin and his sons, by a solemn 
treaty, that Astulphus, king of the Lombards, 
should be expelled from the dukedom of Rome, 
and divested of the exarchate of Ravenna, 
which he had wrested from the exarch. of the 
eastern emperor by force of arms, and that this 
same exarchate, and the other conquests, should 
be given in perpetuity to the see of Rome. 

After this politico religious ceremony, and 
the ratification of the treaty, to the perform- 
ance of which both Charles and Carloman 
were bound by oath, as well as their father, 
we find that Pepin, in order to fulfil his engage- 
ments, marched into Italy at the head of his 
army, defeated the Lombards, and compelled 
Astulphus to sign a treaty, by the terms of 
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which, he was bound to deliver up to the pope, 
not only those places which he had seized in 
the Roman dukedom, but also the exarchate of 
Ravenna, with the Pentapolis. 

The exarchate consisted of Ravenna, Bo- 
logna, Imola, Faensa, Forlimpoli, Forli, Ce- 
sena, Bobbio, Ferrara, Commachio, Adria, 
Cervia, and Secchia, 

The Pentapolis, now Marca d’Ancona, com- 
prehended Rimini, Pesaro, Conca, Faro, Seni- 
gaglia, Ancona, Orsino, Umana, Jasi, Fossim- 
brone, Monteferetro, Urbino, Cagli, Luceoli, and 
Ugubio. These, added to the dukedom of 
Rome, which had revolted from the emperor, 
in the pontificate of Gregory II. formed a re- 
spectable principality for the pope, as a tem- 
poral prince. 

That this is the period at which we ought to 
date the assumption of temporal power and 
jurisdiction by the pope, is evident from this 
circumstance, that after the donation of Pepin, 
the popes, in all their future bulls, epistles, &c. 
&c. date ail records in their own names, and 
notin the name of the emperor, which hitherto: 
had been the uniform practice. 

Throughout this entire transaction, we see — 
that king Pepin and pepe Stephen acted the 
part of unprincipled and flagitious robbers, 
the former having usurped the sovereignty of 
France, and by a solemn coronation performed 
by the pope, procured a sort of religious sanc- 
tion to his usurped power, and thereby rendered 


od 


his person and government, as it were, sacred, 
in the eyes of asuperstitious people, whilst the 
pope, on his part, without scruple of conscience, 
accepted of the territories, which had belonged 
_ partly to the emperor, and partly to the Lom- 
bards, and was invested with the title and au- 
thority of a temporal prince, contrary to the 
allegiance he owed to his liege sovereign, the 
emperor, but above all, eae to his duty as 
a minister of Christ, who taught in his holy 
Gospel that his kingdom was not of this world, 
i.e. was not temporal. 

Notwithstanding all these arrangements, 
which had every appearance of stability and 
permanency, yet the king of the Lombards, as 
soon as Pepin had returned into France with his 
army, renewed the war, seized on the exar- 
chate, and invaded the dukedom of Rome, 
on which occasion the pope wrote one of the 
most extraordinary letters upon record. This 
epistle he writes in the very name of St. Peter 
himself. The direction runs in these words :— 
‘Simon Peter, a servant and an apostle of Jesus 
Christ, to the three most excellent kings, 
Pepin, Charles, and Carloman ; toall the Roly 
bishops, abbots, presbyters, and monks ; to all 
the dukes, commanders of the ean army, 
and to the whole people of France, grace unte 
you, and peace be multiplied.” 

The beginning of this unparalleled. epistle 
proceeds in the same strain with the superscrip- 
tion:—* Lam the apostle Peter, &c. &c. Ke. 
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The consequence of this epistle was, that 
Pepin visited Italy a second time at the head of 
hisarmy, and reinstated the Pope in all his 
possessions, accerding to the original donation. 

In this matter, two reflections present them- 
selves tothe mind: 

First—That as the spiritual supremacy of the 
bishop of Rome was the gift of an usuper, in 
like manner the temporal power was derived 
from a similar character, and consequently no 
_ legitimate prize for a christian bishop. 

Second—As the popes Leo, Pelagivs, and 
Gregory, inveighed most bitterly against the 
assumption of the title of universal bishop, 
on the part of the patriarch of Constantinople, 
which title their successors grasped with 
avidity the moment that an opportunity offered. 
—So did the popes Gregory If, Zachary, and 
Stephen, inveigh against the Lombards, for 
seizing on the possession of the emperor, a son 
of the church; and yet,in the latter case, as well 
as the former, the popeseagerly possessed them- 
selves of the territories of the emperor, as soon 
as the kingof France gave them the oppor- 
tunity and power of possessing themselves of 
what had belonged to the emperor ; and hence 
it appears manifest, that the popes, in both 
eases, were unchristian usurpers, 

- Notwithstanding the apparent security of the 
church of Rome in her new possessions and 
dignities, we learn from history, that Desiderius, 
the successor of Astulphus, and last king of 
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the Lombards, invaded the papal territories in 
the pontificate of Adrian, on which he (Adrian) 
solicited- the assistance of Charlemagne, who 
had succeeded his father, Pepin, on the throne 
of France. The solicitation of the pope pro- 
duced the desired effect, and Charlemagne 
marched into Italy, teok Desiderius prisoner, 
and put an end to the kingdom of the Lom- 
bards, A. D. 774, which had. continued 206 
years. After which he confirmed all the dona- 
tions made by his father, Pepin, to the Roman 
see, and that by a regular instrument, subscribed 
by himself, and by the bishops, abbots, dukes, 
&e. who attended him. | 

Though the pope was now in complete pos- 
session and fuil enjoyment of the dukedom of 
Rome, the exarchate and Pentapolis, with the 
dukedom of Spoleti added by Charlemagne to 
the former donation, yet Leo ILI. the successor 
ef Adrian, fearing, from the nature of the title 
to his temporal honors and dignities, that the 
Greek emperor, if opportunity should offer, 
tight divest him of every thing, persuaded 
himself that nothing but an emperor of the west 
could secure the dominion. Accordingly, he 
proposed to Charlemagne to assume to himself 
the important title of emperor of the west, wise- 
ly concluding, that an emperor of the west would 
prove not only a better counterpoise for the 
emperor of the east, but also a more adequate 
protector of the Roman see than the king of 
France could possibly be. 
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Charlemagne eagerly embraced the oppor 
iunity of gratifying his ambition by the assump- » 
tion of this new title, and the ceremony of 
coronation was performed at Rome A. D. 800. 

_Asthe popes never omitted any opportunity 
of extending the privileges of their see, ever 
this act of coronation, which, in its owu nature, 
was a mere ceremony, as far as the pope was 
concerned, and was so considered for several 
ages, yet, in process of time, it was made a foun- 
dation on which Pieces wane popes presumed to 
build the right of spines the imperial dig- 
nity on whomsoever they pleased nay, to take 
it from one and confer it on another; in short, 
from this transaction alone, the deposing power 
assumed afterwards, and exercised by several 
popes, appears to have derived its origin. : 

Giannone, in his history, (lib. 6, c. 5,) re- 
marks, “ That this, though at first considered 
simply a ceremony, was iGowiatde assumed as 
a ground for the pope’s temporal power in civil 
ina imperial concerns.” And Machiavel, (hist. 
Flor. lib. 1,) states, “ That, before this time, 
the popes used to be confirmed by the emperor, 
but now the emperor was confirmed by the 
pope.” Though this, strictly speaking, is not 
the fact, yet, from the time of Gregory VII. the 
popes not only claimed but exercised the depo- 
sing power for several centuries. 

Even Baronius (acta vaticana,) admits, that 
“ Gregory VII. was the last pope, the decree of 
whose election was sent to the emperor, or 
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whose consecration was performed in presence 
of the imperial envoy.” If, then, Gregory was 
the last, it is evident that the practice had pre- 
vailed before his time, and that he converted © 
that which had been a mere ceremony in the 
ease of Charlemagne into a right or privilege. 

It further appears, from unquestionable au- 
thority, that upon this ceremony, taken as the 
foundation, an enormous superstructure was 
erected, . 

Richerius, an eminent doctor of Sorbonne, 
(apol. ax. 22, and in epilogo. ax. 28,) observes, 
that Gregory VII. contrary to the practice 
which prevailed in the church for more than 
1,000 years, made a law that all bishops should 
take an oath of obedience to the see of Rome, 
by which (he remarks:) | 

ist, The liberty of general councils was des- 
troyed. 

2d, All investitures were claimed. 

3d, From his time, to the council of Constance, 
i, e. 34 years, the popes arbitrarily enacted ca- 
nons and imposed them on the church by synods 
which were at their nod. 

Ath, he established the deposing power, 
with its efficient instrument, namely, absolving 
subjects from the oath of allegiance to their 
liege sovereigns. 

Wherever such 2n erroneous and unehris- 
tian power is tolerated in a state, there cannot 
exist any civil independence on the part of the 
chief ruler. Hence we may observe,:that Na- 
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poleon Buonaparte, the other day, felt and re- 
sisted such a power in France; for in his ad- 
dress to the legislative body, Dec. 4th, 1809, he 
declared, ‘“ That the spiritual influence exer- 
cised in his states, by a foreign sovereign, was 
contrary to the independence of France—and 
to the dignity and security of his throne.” 

Having already exhibited the kind of title, 
or charter, by which the popes of Rome ob- 
tained the appellation of universal bishop, and: 
became invested with temporal jurisdiction, we 
will conclude the discussion of the subject by 
a brief exposure of the fictitious donation pre- 
tended to have been made by Constantine, the 
first christian emperor; and, as a preliminary, 
shall give some account of the imperial dream, - 
first set forth by pope Adrian. 

The pontifical narrative of this fictitious 
dream proceeds thus: ‘ Constantine being 
previously afflicted with the leprosy, dreamt 
that the holy apostles, St. Peter and St. Paul, 
appeared to him, and advised that he should 
send for pope Sylvester, who lay concealed on 
Mount Soracte, to avoid the persecution which 
then raged, but would instantly come when sent 
for, and point out a fish pond, in which, having 
bathed three times, he would be clean. Con- 
stantine no sooner awoke, than he sent for 
Sylvester, and told him the dream ; and having 
asked him what gods Peter and Paul were, the 
pope replied, they were no gods, but the apos- 
tles of God, and sent immediately for their 
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pictures, on seeing which, Constantine cried 
out, these were the very persons who had ap- 
peared to him in his dream, and required that 
the pond should be immediately shewn to him ; 
the pope shewed it ; the emperor washed, and 
becoming immediately clean, was baptised,” 

That this whole story is a forged tale is quite 
certain; for it is contradicted by the historians 
Eusebius, Zozomen, and Socrates; by St. Je- 
rome, St. Ambrose, St. Athanasius, and the 
359 bishops assembled at Ariminum in the reign 
of Constantius, the son of Constantine; from 
all of whom, we learn that Constantine the 
Great was baptised in Nicomedia, a little befere 
his death. 

The palpable falsehood of this forged -tale 
exposes the gross ignorance or corruption of 
Adrian ; for all papas history bears tes- 
timony that Constantine embraced the christian 
religion about the year 312, i. e. in the pontifi- 
cate of Melchiades, the predecessor of Sylves- 
ter; but in the dark age in which Adrian lived, 
the word of a pope was a law in all things— 
none being competent to contradict, by his- 
torical facts, this fictitious tale; and hence it 
was received as a gospel truth, ‘antieln several 
centuries, i, e. from the time of Adrian, who 
died A. D. 795, up to the time of the reforma- 


tion, when learning began to prevail, and an- — | 


cient documents were scrupulously examined, 
and the mass of forgeries detected and exposed, 
on which the pope and church of Rome 
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founded their privileges—their novel and un- 
christian creeds and doctrines. 

In a few short years, after the death of pope 
Adrian, the odious collection of Isidore’s gross 
forgeries made its appearance—an ample expo- 
sure of which shall be given in our next dis- 
sertation: in the present we shall only take 
cognizance of one, namely, the edict of dona- 
tion, ascribed to Constantine, because it is im- 
mediately connected with the fictitious dream 
told by Adrian, and with the spiritual and tem- 
poral supremacy claimed by the pope; and was 
advanced, fora period of five or six hundred 
years, as a legitimate document, which fur- 
nished adequate grounds on which the high 
privileges and prerogatives of the bishop and 
see of Rome were founded, 

As the shortest and clearest mode of pro- 
ceeding, we shall produce some of the most 
important clauses of this pretended edict of 
donation. | 

First, “Inthe name of the holy Trinity, &c, 
we declare and ordain that he (the pope) shall 
hold the principality as well over the four 
patriarchal sees of Antioch, Alexandria, Je- 
rusalem, and Constantinople; (take notice, 
good reader, that such a see had then no ex- 
istence, for, at the time of the supposed dona- 
tion, or counterfeit edict, no city had been called 
Constantinople) as over all the churches of 
God throughout the world, and, by his judg- 
ment, let all things whatsoever pertaining to 
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the worship of God, and the establishment of 
the christian faith, be ordained.” 

Now, be it remarked, that this clause, inde- 
pendent of the ignorant blunder adout the see 
of Constantinople, grants a great deal toe 
much ; for it is a thing not to be borne, and 
never before was heard of, that a lay prince 
could confer on any individual the spiritual 
privilege of deciding all matters of faith and 
doctrine.” &c. 

In the next clause, this new convert, Con- 
stantine, is made to bestow, “To St. Peter and 
St. Paul, and by them to pope Sylvester, his 
crown, mitre, and cloak, &c. including our 
purple clamys, violet cloak, with all the im- 
perial ornaments.” 

He grants, in the next clause, “ The ily 
of our saipebatl guards, imperial sceptres, signs, 
badges, banners, &c.' with the whole order of 
procession of our imperial highness, and the 
glory of our power.” 

Again, “ We decree, also, and ordain, to 
the most reverend clergymen serving that holy 
Roman. church, singular exaltations, power, 
eminence, and that they shali be made patri- 
archs and consuls; (i. e. enjoy secular power) 
and as the imperial army is adorned with divers 
offices, as that of chamberlains, porters, guards, 
so we will that the Roman church be adorned.” 

Again, “ And that the pontifical glory may 
shine most amply, we decree, also, that the 
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horses of the clergy of the said Roman church 
be beautified with caparisons,” &c. &e. 

Further, “ But, above all, we give licence 
to our most holy father Sylvester, bishop of 
Rome, and to all who shall succeed him.” &c. 

“ Ut quam placatus proprio consilio clerical 
_voluerit, et in numero Religiosorum Clerico- 
rum connumerare nullum ex omnibus pro su- 
mentum superbe agere.”’ 

The above paragraph I set down in the ori- 
ginal language—for the Latin is not merely | ad, 
but, to me, quite unintelligible, The exposi- 
tion of which shall, therefore, be left fo: the 
abettors of this egregious donation. 

“We here decree this also, that the same 
venerable Sylvester, our father, the high priest, 
and all his successors, ought to use the diadem ; 
viz. the crown which we give him from our 
head, of pure gold and precious stones, to wear 
upon his head, to the praise of God and honor 
of St. Peter. But because the most holy pope 
will not endure a crewn, eutirely of gold, on the 
crown of his priesthood, foh! the modesty— 
seeing that a similar head has wern a triple 
erown) which he bears to the glory of the 
blessed Peter, we, with our own hands, put the 
mitre of resplendent white, signifying the most 
glorious resurrection of our Lord, on his head; 
and, holding the bridle of his horse, for the re- 
verence we owe to St. Peter, we served him in 
the office of a stirrup holder.” 
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} really cannot prevail upon myself to go any 
farther than'the stirrup holder, and, therefore, 
must pass on to the secular power, according to 
this donation. 

“ Behold we give and bequeuth, as well our 
palace, as the city of Rome, all Italy, and all 
the provinces and cities of the western empire, 
to our aforesaid most blessed holy priest and 
universal pope, and to the power and tenure 
of the popes, his successors, by firm imperial 
indenture.” 

Upon my word this edict of a convert empe- 
ror, even in his first moments of conversion, ap- 
pears to exonerate all his successors in the 
western empire of their imperial labour, and 
to render their royal duties quite a sinecure. 

“‘ Wherefore, (says the edict) we have thought 
it convenient to change and remove our em- 
pire, and the power of our kingdom, into the 
eastern countries, and in the best place of the 
province Byzantium, to build a city after our 
name, and there to found our empire ; because, 
where the head of the principality of priests, and. 
of the christian religion, is ordained to be, by 
the celestial emperor, it is not just that the 
earthly emperor should have any power.” 

As the vulgar, but true adage says, “ Lyars 
should have a good memory,” it will appear 
from this edict, that those who traffic in forge- 
ries ought to possess most accurate memories; 
for in one part of this edict, we are told that 
Constantine elevated the bishop of Rome above 
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the bishops of the other four patriarchal sees ; 
one of which was stated to be that of Constan- 
tinople. But in this part of the edict, we learn 
from the author himself, that Constantinople 
was still to be built. 

Notwithstanding all the internal evidences of 
absurdities and contradictions contained in this 
edict, reader, look at the words in whieh every 
thing is ratified: “Per hane divalem et prag- 
maticum coustitutum :” a form of Hatin ratifi- 
cation to which I think it would require a con- 
jurer to find any thing parallel. 

Let us hear the sanction to this most wonder- 
ful edict: “ Wherefore we protest before the 
living God, who commanded us to reign, and 
before his terrible judgment, by this our impe- 
rial constitution, that it shall not be lawful for 
any of the emperors, our suceessors, nor for 
any of the nobles or peers, or for the fullest | 
senate, or for all ithe people of the whole 
world, now, nor hereafter, from henceforth, 
in all ages, lying under our empire, by any 
means to contradict, or break, or in the least to 
diminish these things, which, by these our im- 
perial sanction, are granted to the holy Roman 
church, or to all the bishops of the same: but 
if any breaker or contemner of these shall 
arise, (which we do not believe) let him be 
knotted and ensnared in eternal damnation, ~ 
and find the saints of God, and the princes of 
the apostles, Peter and Paul,enemies unto him, 
both in this life present, and in that which is 
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let him perish with the devil and all the 
wicked.” 

1 would deem it sufficient, in this present age, 
to let this abominable, wicked, and uncbhristian 
document speak for itself, and leave it to the 
good sense of all degrees of my countrymen, 
of every religious persuasion, to read these ex- 
tracts, and pronounce their honest verdict, 
without any statement of the case; or special 
pleading on my part; but lest mistakes might 
arise, and objections be taken against certain 
points, it may be right to make a few observa- 
tions. 

First, the foregoing curse would extend and 
apply to the whole council of Chalcedon, con- 
sisting of six hundred and thirty fathers; be- 
cause, in this council, the patriarch of Con- 
stantinople was placed on an equality with the 
bishop of Rome, contrary to the spirit and au- 
thority of this edict. 

Second, Pope Gregory the Great defines and _ 
pronounces, that whosoever uses the title of 
universal bishop is guilty of heresy, and is the 
forerunner of Antichrist; consequently, pope 
Gregory, together with the six hundred and 
thirty fathers of Chalcedon, by the above 
curse, must be doomed to the nethermost hell. 

Now, that the foregoing abominable and 
spurious edict, with all its cursing clauses, was 
held and maintained asa good and authentic 
document by the church of Kome, as long as she 
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found it tenable, is evident from this: that in 
the decretal epistle, fathered on pope Melchi- 
ades, mention is made of the donation of Con- 
stantine. (Part 2. Caus. 12, Qu. 1, c. 19.) 

How grossly ignorant must the foul fabrica- 
tions of this decretal epistle have been, appears 
manifest from this, that pope Melchiades was 
the predecessor of Sylvester, to whom the do- 
nation is pretended to have been made, and, 
consequently, Melchiades must have been dead 
and in his grave, before any such grant could 
lave been made to Sylvester, i. e. he must have 
written this decretal epistle after his death. 

Another circumstance, also, exposes the ex- 
treme ignorance of the fabricator ; for in this 
same decretal epistle mention is made of the 
council of Nice, which was not convened until 
the year 325, 1. e. about a dozen of years after 
the death of Melchiades, the supposed writer. 

At the council of Nice Alexander is called 
Byzantii Pontifex, Pontiff of Byzantium, con- 
sequently there was then no see of Constanti-— 
nople. — i 

Even Binnius, the celebrated collector of 
canons of councils, &c. appears confused and 
bewildered in the mazes of those difficulties 
with which this document was surrounded ; for 
at first he speaks in favor of it; but afterwards 
turns to the right about, and argues valiantly 
against it. 

'“ Those things (he says) which are told con- 
cerning the donation and temporal kingdom, 
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given to the see of Rome, are proved to be 
manifestly probable by our notes on the former 
epistle, as well as by the known munificence of 
Constantine.” | 

Now, reader, mark, that by the former epis- 
tle is meant that ascribed to pope Melchiades, 
which is proved to a demonstration to be spu- 
rious. 

In another place, also, he gives us a marginal 
note containing these words: “ The donation 
of Constantine confirmed.” - | 

Notwithstanding all this, let us hear Binnius 
himself in condemnation of this same edict of 
donation : 

First, “ Because it pretends that the primacy 
of the church was granted by a layman, which 
had been given to Peter by God himself, and 
our Lord Jesus Christ.”’ 

Second, “ By this edict the emperor is made 
to give a patriarchal dignity to the church of 
Constantinople, though, at this time, Constan- 
tinople did not exist as a city.” 

Third, ‘“ Had this edict been true, how eoliid 
Anatolius, bishop of Constantinople, tong after 
take to himself the patriarchal dignity, even 
after the council of Chalcedon, though Gelasius 
&c. resisted.” _ 

Fourth, This edict was first published by 
Theodore Balsamon, from the acts of pope 
Sylvester, falsely written in Greek, under the 
name of Eusebius, bishop of Cesarea, in order 
to prove the patriarch of Constantinople to be 
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the eldest, which acts of Sylvester were not 
known till 1,000 years after Christ ; and then 
they came forth out of a certain book of mar- 
tyrs, which was now increased by the addition 
of the edict of Constantine.” 

In this we have an-ample confession, made 
by a popish collector of canons and decretals, 
&c. that a forgery was committed, and by which 
party committed is now the question: let the 
judicious and impartial reader examine the 
cause, according to the usual rule in such cases, 
whose interest was promoted by the forgery? 
on which principle, it will not be difficult to de- 
cide; for none can allege that the interest of the 
Greeks was promoted by this edict of donation, 
on the contrary, their interest was made the sa- 
crifice, whilst that of Rome was magnified be- 
yond all rule and reason. 

It isa matter worthy of serious consideration, 
to observe how completely Binnius founders, 
and appears to lose his usual judgment, in the 
impracticable attempt, when he labours to 
prove that all the rights and privileges specified 
in the forged donation of Constantine had been 
conferred upon the see of Rome, independent 
of that instrument; for this laborious papal 
collector very inconsiderately affirms, that,— 
“ Leo, Felix, Gelasius, Hormisdas, and Gre- 
gory, had all defended these rights, not by the 
authority of this edict, but rather by divine 
and evangelical authority,” 
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How very weak, ignorant, or corrupt must 
Binnius appear in making such an assertion, 
when he so far forgets himself as to mention 
the name of Gregory ; for this pope, instead of 
arrogating such honors to himself, or his see, 
argues most strenuously that John, patriarch 
of Constantinople, who had procured for him- 
self the title of universal bishop, acted the part, 
or was the forerunner of Antichrist ; and bears 
ample testimony that none of his predecessors 
had ever claimed sucha title. Assuming, there- 
fore, the authority of Pope Gregory as valid, 
we may fairly infer, that this edict of donation 
was entirely unknown in his time, i. e, at the 
commencement of the seventh century, and, 
consequently, must have been forged after the 
wera of Gregory. 3 

Binnius commits another blundering error 
when he affirms, “ That no pope, before the 
year 1,000, is reported to have made any use of 
this edict, for as yet (mark his words) this coun- 
terfeit edict had not been added to the acis by 
Greek impostors.” 

Now, tor the life of me, I cannot discover 
what interest the poor Greeks had in this coun- 
terfeit edict, or in any edict, true or false, which 
purported te confer upon the bishop and see of 
Rome powers almost omnipotent, and privi- 
leges entirely unknown to the primitive church. 
It is really omnious for the edict, that the Greeks 
should be at all mentioned, for an imposture, 
unprofitable to the Greeks, must retlect upon 
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the Latins the disgrace of forgery, because it 
was their interest, not only to establish the va- 
validity of this counterfeit edict, but also to 
have it enrolled amongst the acts of the popes, 
which was aceordingly done. 

The ignorance, as well as the false reasoning 
of Binnius, in the above paragraph, appears 
palpable from this: that Pope Adrian, who 
died A. D. 795, in his epistle to Constantine 
and frene, recites the tale of the leprosy— 
dream—and early baptism of Constantine the 
Great, by Sylvester—and confirms the whole 
story by the truth of this counterfeit edict. 

Poor Binnnius makes another false step, and 
forgets himself, for, opposite the. words con- 
cerning Adrian, he makes a marginal note, and 
says, * The donation of Constantine confirmed,” 
though, according. to his former assertion, the 
edict had not been used or referred to by the 
popes before the year 1,000. 

Besides,.we find the epistle of Adrian to the 
emperor.and frene amengst the Roman records 
of the second council of Nice, and it is clear 
that this letter is founded on the alledged truth 
of this forged edict, as its matter exactly corres- 
ponds with the particulars already mentioned. 

{ would, therefore, be inclined, from all these 
circumstances, to infer, that the aforesaid Pope 
Adrian, who died A. D. 795, was the first mover, 
not only in this forged edict, but in all those 
counterfeit documents. which appeared shortly. 
after his death, under the fictitious name of 
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Isidore ; for this tale, first invented by Adrian, 
is told at large, with many extraordinary adden- 
das, by this Isidore, im the collection said te 
have been ushered in by Riculphus, about the 
year 813, i, e. in less than twenty years after the 
death of Adrian. 

(As to Isidore’s. collection, we shall at present 
say no more than that it, with a mass of other 
spurious documents, shall be treated of at large 
in our next number.) 

After Adrian, we have the autherity of Bin- 
nius himself, to support us in averring, that 
pope Leo IX. who was elected A. D. 1048, also 
defended the edict of denation asa genuine 
legitimate document, and quite pure from all 
fraud and imposture; and. hence, master Bin- 
nius believes, “‘ That very many of the gravest 
and most learned doctors did, with good faith, 
read and receive it without any SS of 
fraud or imposture.” Ecce iterum crispinus—we 
must not part with Binnius yet; for, (in not. 
edic. Consti.) he further states, “ That Leo IX. 
in an epistle to Michael, patriarch of Constan- 
tinople, and also to Leo, bishop of Acridanum, 
A. D. 1054, mentions the donation of Constan- 
tine, made to Sylvester, and speaks of those 


bishops as persons who received the acts of Syl- 


vester (which first appeared A. D. 1,000, with- 


_ out the edict) with all the addenda of the edict,” 


&e.—which addenda Binnius would make us 
believe were. foisted into the acts of Pope 
Sylvester by the silly Greeks. Surely every 
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one will agree with him in saying, that it was 
a most silly fraud of the Greeks to superadd 
to the acts of a pope of Rome a counterfeit 
edict, conveying a grant or donation which 
rendered the Romans rich, but themselves 
‘‘ poor indeed ;” for, with wonderful prodiga- 
lity, it ee on the bishop and see of Rome 
glory, riches, power, and dominion, which are 
considered by worldly men the greatest of mor- 
tal goods. Hence we must, upon papal autho- 
rity, necessarily conclude, that, as the acts of 
Pope Sylvester appeared first about the year 


1,000, without this edict of Constantine, but. 


in the year 1,054 made their appearance, accom~ 
panied with the said edict, Pope Leo, who 
first made use of these acts, with the addenda, 
must have been the identical personage, and 
not the poor Greeks, that first gave pontifical 
credit to the counterfeit. In short, had ten 


myriads of Greeks introduced it, nothing but 


the fiat of a pope, in a decretal or bull, could 
have given it the sterling stamp of one of their 
infallible documents. 

We must again return to Binnius, who la- 


hours with all his might, but unsuccessfully, to’ 
acquit the popes of Butws of all guilt, for hav- ' 


ing made use of a document admitted by all, 


includisighimself, asa base counterfeit; in truth, ' 


his plea turns out to be a silly aii shabby 
trick. 

He apologises for popes, for most “ Grave 
and learned doctors,” and how? by. saying 
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that “ The evil art and sorry faith of Greeks. 
imposed upon them.” What,—could silly 
Greeks impose upon an infallible church in a 
matter involving her supremacy, glory, riches, 
power, and dominion ? &e. No, it is impossible ; 
-and, therefore, every one must cease to say that 
the poor Greeks seduced the popes and grave 
doctors cf Rome to adopt, with authoritative 
sanction, an edict which so greatly advanced 
their own interests, grandeur, &c. Kc. , 
Besides what has been said, we may observe, 
in the very document itself, internal and posi- 
tive evidence, that the entire instrument was of 
papal fabrication; for, says the edict, “It is’ 
just that the holy law should retain the head 
of the principality there, where our Saviour, 
the institutor of holy laws, commanded the 
blessed Peter to undertake the chair of the 
apostleship.” | 
The last sentence of this clause shews the 
cloven foot of the lame counterfeit ;—it is the 
alpha and omega—the beginning, end, and 
sometimes middle of every document advanced 
by papists, in support of supremacy, infallibi- 
lity, universal dominion, in short, of every 
prerogative from the highest to the lowest. As 
lawyers say, noscitur a soctis ;—this last clause 
ts so much the child of nature, that any one at 
all acquainted with the countenance of popery, 
can beat no loss for its parentage: it bears on 
its front the meretricious marks of the Babylo- 
nish lady. | 
NO. IV. L 
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I shall conclude the present dissertation’ by 
remarking, that the concluding: words of the 
foregoing clause, found in an instrument adinit- 
ted even. by papists, to be a gross forgery, fur- 
nish a convincing argument, not only against 
the pretended primacy of St. Peter, but also 
against his supposed episcopacy at Rome ; for 
men never have recourse to forgery where there 
is a reality, ora clear title. Whenever a forged 
- authority is produced, the proof of its being a 
forgery must be justly considered as a decisive 
refutation of the claim advanced. I shalt 
not urge this argument further at present, 
as the question of. Peter’s supposed epis- 
copacy at Rome will form the subject of dis-. 
cussion in the next number but one; prepara- 
tory to which, the value and character of the 
authorities on which the great mass of papal 
prerogatives, &c. are supported, shall be fully 
investigated, and satisfactorily exhibited, se 
that the members of different churches will be 
enabled to form a just estimate, and decide 
on which side the true faith is to be found— 
whether in that church which founds her faith 
on revealed scripturalal one—or in that which 
brings in unauthentic traditions—or what is 
worse, forged authorities ; which fact shal} 
be abundantly proved in the next number. 
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SECTION L 


. Lhis dissertation contains an ample exposure, 

and a complete refutation of the principal 
Sorgeries which have been brought forward 
by Romanists, (when sacred scripture 
failed them) to prop up and sustain the 
enormous doctrines of papal supremacy; 
infallibility, eaclusive salvation, Se. Ge. 


Havine, in the preceding part of this treatise, 
proved to a certainty, amounting to moral de- 
monstration,; that the supremacy of the pope 
and see of Rome, as derivable from St. Peter, 
was without any foundation whatever from 
sacred scripture ; from the opinions and consent 
of the ancient orthodox fathers—from genuine ~ 
authentic traditions of the orthodex Catholic 
church, as delivered in the orthodox elemen- 
tary creeds received in the church from the be- 
‘ginning, and by all believed to contain every 
NO. V. B 
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thing necessary to salvation, according to the 
doctrines laid down by the Messiah himself, and 
taught to his disciples during his ministry, and 
by them delivered, first orally, by preaching, 
to the several churches founded by themselves, 
being guided and directed by the inspiration of 
the Holy Spirit, and afterwards handed down 
to us, for greater security, in their canonical 
writings, to be for ever the foundation and 
rule of fatih. 

And having further proved that the genuine 
(Ecumenical councils of the Catholic church, 
from the beginning, instead of giving any coun- 
tenance to the unhallowed pretence of papal 
supremacy, are directly contradictory to such 
pretence ; and that, in fact, it had no exestence 
even in the church of Rome ttseif until the 
usurpation of Phoeas, in the beginning of the 
seventh century, who, in order to degrade Sy- 
riacus, the patriarch of Constantinople, for his 
praiseworthy and christian loyalty to the perse- 
cuted family of the murdered Mauritius, and, 
at the same time, to gratify the inordinate and 
unchristian ambition of his unprineipled crea- 
ture, pope Boniface, did confer on him the title 
of universal bishop, of which, by an imperial 
edict, he had divested Cyriacus, and ratified 
the transfer by imperial authority, as has been 
shewn. pi 

Authentic ecclesiastical history, confirmed by 
general history, 'shews, that Boniface, and his 
successors, with the cunning address of wily and 
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wicked politicians, soon rendered this title of 
universal bishop not simply a title of honor and 
pre-eminence, but, after the donation of Pepin, 
one of temporal as well as ecclesiastical power 
and sovereignty. And because this title, in its 
origin, was the offspring of political and corrupt 
usurpation, and, consequently, might, in any 
new revolution of the state, be not only resumed, 
but maintained in the see of Constantinople, 
they changed their ground entirely, and in- 

_stead of claiming the title of universal bishop, 
from the original grant or charter given them 
by Phocas, in the dark ages which followed this 
innovation, both in church and state, began 
unblushingly to arrogate it to themselves, with 
the plenitude of supremacy, upon divine au- 
thority, derived,as they now pretended, fromSt. 
Peter; which they laboured to support after the 
world had begun to be immersed in the greatest 
and darkest ignorance, by pretended authority, 
derived partly from scripture, and partly from 
tradition, founded on false and counterfeit ca- 
nons and constitutions of the. apostles—ficti- 
tious canons of (Ecumenical councils, and 
forged decretals, and pontifical epistles, fathered 
on the early bishops of Rome. 

History bears ample testimony that the pa- 
pists, for at least five or six centuries of igno- 
rance and superstition, had too great faculties 
and opportunities of corrupting every species 
of written document, whether of the apostles 
themselves, or of the fathers, or of the coun- 


4 


cils, because the church of Rome was in pos- 
session of all the libraries in the west, and, con- 
sequently, of all the records of the universal 
church ; and whatever learning was to be found 
after the eastern church was overwhelmed by 
- the deluge of Mahometanism, was centered in 
herself ; from all these circumstances, she. 
coe a full opportunity of inventing what- 
ever she pleased as orthodox doctrines, or au- 
thentic traditions ; and was invested with a ple- 
nitude of power to enforce her laws, her doc- 
trines, and discipline upon the christian world ; 

for, after she had added the power of the sped 
to that of the keys, she became irresistible ; no 
power being a able to controul a church, so Ione 
as she was able authoritatively to teach and en- 
force her infallibility, and exalt herself above 
all princes and potentates upon the whole face 
of the earth; and, in fact, this supremacy of the 
bishop of Ravi; in itself an anti-christian usur- 
pation, achieved in the reign of Phocas, by the 
most vicious and corrupt ambition, was carried 
on and advanced by the grossest forgery , defend- 
ed and maintained by cruel tyranny, as well over 
men’s consciences as their lives and fortunes, 
through the instrumentality of inquisitorial tor- 
ture and dungeons, or the agency of fire and 

faggots, &c. &e. KC, 

In the second century, St. Irenus, bishop of 
Lyons, who had been a disciple of Polycarp, 
the disciple of St. John the evangelist, in his 
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conflicts with the heretics of his day, furnishes 
us with three rules which are not inapplicable 
to the forgeries imposed upon the church for 
several centuries by the partisans of the pon- 
tifical see. 

Ireen. (1 .1. ¢. 17.) states, 

First—“ Error never exposes itself naked, 

i. e. in its proper colours, but is artificially 
adorned with a spiendid mask, that it may ap- 
pear truer than the truth itself.” 
_ Second—“ Heretics having doctrines disiah 
the prophets never convey ed nor God taught, 
nor the apostles delivered, pretend unwritten 
traditions to support them.” 

Third—* They produce a vast mass of apo- 
chryphal and spurious writing, which they 
themselves have invented, to the amazement of 
fools, and that those who do not know the 
records of truth, may admire them.” 

How truly and bow justly papisis are charged 
with these very practices by Protestants, | shall 
now endeavour honestly to shew, by an ex- 
posure of their gross and palpable forgeries 
and corruptions of fathers, &c. 

The first glaring and important forgery em- 
ployed for the purpose of aggrandizing the see 
of Rome, and of Miaplighins the supremacy 
of the pope, touching his Cinonieal right of 
appeals, was that flagrant forgery pounieee by 
pope Zosimus, about (417) by which an attempt 
was made to depiive the African church of her 
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independence, and bring her under the do- 
minion of the see of Rome. 

Ilistory informs us that one Apiarius, pres- 
byter of Sieca, for certain crimes, had been 
excommunicated by a provincial synod of the 
African church, who, appealing to Rome, was 
taken into communion there, contrary to an ex-— 
press canon of the council of Nice; and not 
merely taken into communion, but sent back 
by the pope, accompanied by his legates, with 
peremptory orders tha the should be reinstated ; 
and to support the pope in this flagitions act of 
usurped power, a canon was ‘produced by the 
legate, purporting to be a genuine canon of 
the council of Nice, and, consequently, binding 
upon all Christian churches, according to which 
canon, the right of appeal was unequivocally 
set forth. The African council, consisting of 
217 fathers, amongst whom was the celebrated 
St. Austin, were naturally startled, not merely 
on account of the imperative tone of the legate, 
but inexpressibly surprised at the document of 
authority produced, which document could not 
be found in their original Greek copy of the 
Nicene canons, which copy, Cecilianus, who 
had himself assisted at that council, on the part 
of the Africans, had brought home, and which 
was enrolled amongst the archives of their 
eburch. | ’ 

In this state of astonishment, however, 


the holy fathers acted not only with cool, de- 
termined firmness, but with the greatest pru- 
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dence, fearing the power of the Roman pontiff; 
for they suspended all proceedings until they 
could be provided with authentic and unques- 
tionable copies of the genuine canons ordained 
at the council of Nice. Accordingly, they soon 
procured the desired documents from St. Cyril 
of Alexandria, and Atticus of Constantinople, 
in which copies no such canon could be found 
as that sent them by the pope. Being thus for- 
tified, they scouted every idea of a inter- © 
ference in the legitimate exercise of their 
canonical functions, dismissed the legate, and 
enacted various canons, amongst which was 
one, ordaining, that if any one should presume 
to appeal from asentence of the African church 
beyond sea, (i.e. to Rome,) he shall be ex- 
communicated ; and hence this daring attempt 
at forgery was frustrated, the church of Rome 
not having sufficient power to enforce obe- 
dience to her counterfeit canons or forged de- 
cretals, her corruptions of fathers, or, what is 
still worse, her corruptions of seripture itself. 

It is quite evident, from the domineering 
conduct of the pope’s legate, that nothing but 
the actual want of power could have uly 
induced the pope to stop short in his eareer all 
at once, and allow the council to take its own 
course; for the said legate, Faustinus, roundly 
told the assembled fathers that it mattered not 
whether the canon produced by him was to be 
found in their copies, or, indeed, in any other 
copies. ‘ You must know (says he) that the 
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canons and ordinances of Nice, which have been 
handed down to us by tradition, and estab- 
lished by custom, are no less binding than those 
conveyed to us by writing.” From this entire 
proceeding we may adduce some irrefragable 
inferences: 

Virst, At this period the pope of Rome did 
not pretend to claim his supremacy, jure divino 
for, if he did, his legate would not have had 
recourse to a pretended canon of Nice. 

Second, That, in the attempt to obtrude this 
geenteatelt canon, oral tradition is made equal 
to written. 

Third, Subsequent experience shews, that, if 
the pope had been possessed of sufficient power, 
he would have caused his legate’s canon to be 
observed, right or wrong. 

If he had, at this ‘rity’ the officers of the in- 
quisition at his nod, those holy fathers who dar- 
ed to oppose this most flagrant attempt at usur- 
pation—this most disgraceful and fraudulent 
forgery, would have lingered out a life worse 
than death itself in the rane dungeons of the 
inquisition, or would have expiated fier offence 
by the rack, or by fire and faggot. 

This foul attenipt of the pope, to reduce, by 
imposture and forgery, the independent church 
of Africa to a state of slavery, naturally pro- 
duced a schism between the two churches, which, 
according to certain popish writers, occasioned 
the excommunication of the African church 
for the space of 100 years; but later writers of — 
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that church, on being better advised, have de- 
nied this fact, and that upon this ground: if it 
were admitted that the African church was in 
a state of excommunication from the see of 
Rome for 100 years, then, it would follow, that 
many saints, martyrs, and confessors of that 
church, which have been canonized by the 
popes themselves, were heretics instead of saints; 
but none can be admitted into their martyro- 
logies except true saints; hence an absurdity 
would follow, on which account ‘the later wri- 
ters, being better informed than their prede- 
cessors, in order t6 extricate their infallible 
church out of this dilemma, have given the lie 
to former writers, and have positively denied 
that the African church was excommunicated 
on the occasion. But, be that as it may, they 
cannot deny the foul and unchristian attempt 
which was made to increase the power of the 
pope by a grossand palpable forgery. 

From this period, until the beginning of the 
seventh century, the bishops of Rome were— 
compelled, in some degree, to keep. within 
bounds; and, instead of being themselves usur- 
pers, were obliged to stand on the defensive, 
and’ to use hicir greatest exertions to prevent 
the aggrandizement, or rather usurpation, of 
the patriarch of Constantinople, who obtained, 
first, by custom, and then, by a council, an equa- 
lity of privilege, honor, and pre-eminence with 
the bishop of Rome ; and, not content with that, 
he subsequently eeu ured for himself the title 

NO. V. c 
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of universal bishop, notwithstanding the violent 
opposition of Leo, Pelagius, and Gregory the 
Great. But, in the revolution of events, this 
title, as we have already shewn, was transferred 
from the patriarch of Constantinople, and 
conferred, by Phocas, (in the year 606) on 
Boniface. 

Now, as this charter of papal supremacy 
was derived not only from an impure, but also 
from a precarious source, it became expedient 
for the successors of Boniface to change their 
ground, lest anew revolution in the state might 
_ transfer the title, de novo, from the pope to the 
patriarch of Constantinople; and history in- 
forms us that the patriarch of Constantinople 
did actually resume the title. 

Accordingly, in process of time, we find that 
the bishops of Rome affected to despise the 
grant made by the edict of Phocas, and wished 
to rest their elaim of supremacy, infallibility, 
and their other lordly pretensions, upon the 
groand of divine right ; and, in order to estab- 
lish and maintain this, seeing that the ecclesi- 
astical constitutions entirely failed them, they | 
had recourse to a new expedient. | 

History sufficiently testifies with what cun- 
ning address she put into cireulation an abomi- 
nable mass of the vilest forgeries, under the 
name of Isidore, Hispalis, Mercator, or Peccator ; 
it matters little by what appellation the reput- 
ed author of those forgeries is to be designated ; 
for the sin of the forgery must lie at her door - 
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and, that they are forgeries, we will prove out 
of the mouths of her ablest advocates, even 
Bellarmine and Baronius, who, by way of ex- 
cuse, in order to palliate the crime, argue, that 
the popes were not the prime agents in pub- 
lishing these most disgusting forgeries. But, if 
we were even to admit (which we will not do) 
that the popes did not cause their first publica- 
tion, yet, they must be convicted of having en- 
couraged their propagation, of having adopted 
them, and of having conferred upon them the 
high dignity of pontifical sanction, by enrolling 
them in the accredited records of the church, 
and of having procured their insertion amongst 
the archives of kings and princes, in the capi- 
tulars of Charlemagne, &c. and, finally, of hav- 

ing acted on them as good and valid documents 
in aietal proceedings. 

All this must have been done from a con- 
sciousness that her usurpation and antichristian 
power could not be supported by scripture, by 
the genuine canons of early authentic C£cume- 
nical councils, or by the opinions and consent 
of fathers: hence she felt quite happy to have 
in her possession, so opportunely, such a maga- 
zine of documents as the collection of {sidore’s 
forgeries proved to be; for these enabled her 
to bear down every thing, and to substitute them 
instead of genuine canons of general councils, 
and instead of the authentic opinions of primi- 
tive fathers; and thence, from her assumed 
infallibility, was enabled to reflect back upon 
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those documents which conferred this divine 
property upon herself, all the credit and autho- 
rity she could wish ; and, accordingly, she im- 
posed them upon the world in the name of 
apostolic constitutions, decretal epistles of an- 
cient popes, of traditions handed down from 
Christ and his apostles through all ages of the 
church, and preserved in the church of Rome; 
the only true, Catholic, and apostolic church, 
pretended to be founded by St. Peter; all of 
which particulars these forgeries are made loud- 
ly to proclaim and attest. 

_ Now, that the popes had a hand in the plot, 
will appear from the following arguments : 

First, So early as 772, pope Adrian makes use 
of the tale of Constantine’s leprosy, his miracu- 
lous vision of the cross, his early baptism, &c. 
and also the forged edict of donation, which 
particulars had never been heard of before his 
time: all of them, however, were published i in 
the collection of the pseudo Isidore, which col- 
lection is admitted, even by late popish writers, 
to be a gross forgery. 

Second, When the celebrated bishop of Rheims, 
the very learned Hincmarus set himself, ho- 
nestly and strenuously, to refute this mass of 
forgeries contained in Isidore’s collection, he 
was soon called to order by the agents of Rome, 
and compelled to abandon the ungracious task, 
which tenderness, on the part of the see of 
Rome, argues a relationship to this misshapen 
monster. 
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Third, All the Roman canonists, Ivo, Gra- 
tian, &c. have enrolled them amongst the ca- 
non laws of the popes, and they have ‘been 
so far countenanced by the popes, as to be used 
and referred to as good and valid documents in 
judicial cases in all the ecclesiastical courts 
within the pope’s jurisdiction, from the time of 
their first publication, (early in the 9th century) 
which circumstance raised them above the reach 
of suspicion for a very long time, i. e. for five 
or six hundred years, in short, until the Pro- 
testants, by diligence and learning, discovered 
the fraud and juggling that had bebe played 
off upon the world; and exposed those forge- 
ries with such saplatiens and effect, that the 
late doctors of Rome have been ashamed to 
acknowledge them; but crave leave to excul- 
pate the venerable popes from having any hand 
in the forgeries (originally.) 

_ Fourth, Benedictus Levita (according to Ba- 
ronius) enrolled them in the capitulars of Char- 
lemagne, and thereby made them be received 
as official and authentic documents at the 
time. 

Fifth, The strongest proof of the source 
from which they spring, flows from internal 
evidence, being all calculated and intended to 
promote the supremacy, the infallibility, and 
universal dominion, &c. of the bishop of Rome, 
over the whole world ; by these, all must bow 
down before the throne of the pope, and per- 
form towards him, not only spiritual reverence, 
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but the most profound temporal obeysance, even 
to the holding of the stirrup and the kissing of 
his toe. " 

In short, the splendor and renown which ac- 
crued to the see of Rome from the vast number 
of ancient confessors, saints, and martyrs, all 
whose names were recorded in Isidore’s collee- 
tion, together with the great number of pre- 
tended canonical decrees, all tending to exalt 
the see of Rome, that in a very short time after 
their publication, the pope found it no difficult 
matter to obtain for himself the supreme power 
both in spiritual and temporal things, the new 
title of God’s vicar upon earth, endowed with 
the sole and absolute power of forgiving all sins, 
past, present, and to come, as well of the dead 
as of the living, king of kings, and lord of 
lords, being possessed, according to fsidore’s 
forgery, of all power in heaven and on earth, 
and wnder the earth; he could depose one 
king, and set up another at the nod of his 
imperial and pontifical pleasure. 

A brief summary of fsidore’s collection, as 
set forth by Merlin a few years before the meet-_ 
ing of the council of Trent, 1535, will not be 
uninteresting, and, I trust, eventually, not un- 
profitable. 

First, Fifty canons of the apostles, with 
many decretal epistles of early martyrs and 
bishops of Rome, all very long, and crammed 
with popery. | 
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Second, Two epistles of Clement, written to 
St. James, bishop of Jerusalem, who was dead 
before Clement became bishop of Rome. 

Third, Four epistles of Anacietus, who lived 
in the time of Trajan, and sat in Rome A. D. 
104; in the last of which he pretends that all 
the primacies and archbishopricks in the world 
were settled by St. Peter and Clement; and 
that the church of Rome is the head and hinge 
ef all churches, and that all the patriarchal 
churches were made so by St. Peter. Antioch 
being the second, because Peter sat there; 
Alexandria the third, because St. Mark was 
appointed to that see by St. Peter. 

But Rome, in an especial manner, was the 
first see, because sanctified by the death of St. 
Peter and St. Paul, forgetting that the death 
of our Saviour and Redeemer, at Jerusalem, 
ought to have done more for that see than the 
supposed death of Peter; besides, by the con- 
fession of Romanists themselves, the see of 
Rome could only be the grand-daughter of 
Jerusalem, assuming that Peter first held the 
see of Antioch, and, therefore, she could not 
be the mother and mistress of all churches. 

Fourth, Two counterfeit epistles of Evaris- 
tus; three of Alexander; two of Sixtus; one 
of Telesephorus; two of Hyginus; two of 
Picus; one of Anitus; two of Soter; one of 
Eleutherius; two of Victor; two of Zepheri- 
nus; one of Calixtus; one of Urban; two of 

Pontianus; one of Anterus; three of Fabian; 
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two ef Cornelius; one of Lucius; two of Ste- 
phen; two of Sixtus; two of Dyonisius; three 
of Felix; two of Eutychianus; one of Gaius; 
two of Marcellinus; two of Marcellus; three 
of Eusebius; one of Melchiades; making an 
aggregate of at least fifty-seven spurious epis- 
tles, independent of the fifty canons of the 
apostles ; and all these epistles were alleged to 
have been written before the council of Nice, 
A. D. 325. Melchiades died 314, January the 
10th. 

These epistles have all the mark of Cain 
upon them—they first see the light ina coun- | 
terfeit book, published in the beginning of the 
ninth century, about (1813) and therefore some 
ofthem many centuriesafter the decease of their 
supposed authors, some of them seven centu- 
ries, but the latest, written five centuries before 
their first publication. 

Now it must appear a very sivdines and extra- 
ordinary fact, that neither Fevetne; Ruffinus, 
Damasus, Gennadius, nor any one whatever of 
the early writers of the Latin church has made 
any mention of, nor allusion to, these most 
wonderful and important epistles, if they had 
any real existence in fheir times. 

Pope Victor must have been very negligent 
and dull, indeed, not to have quoted those 
authoritative epistles in his disputes with the 
Asiatics about the celebration of Easter. These 
epistles would have silenced all his opponents, 
and saved himself from the disgrace of receiving 
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such a severe reprimand from St. Trenzus, 
bishop of Lyons. Stephen was equally cul- 
pable for neglecting the authority of these 
epistles in his disputes with St. Cyprian about 
the baptism of heretics; and though last not 
least, an appeal to those epistles would have 
saved Zosimus the trouble and disgrace of at- 
tempting to impose a counterfeit canon upon 
St. Austin and the African church. ) 
On the contrary, we find that instead of being 
mentioned by any early writers, they do not 
come into the light until the sun of science and 
learning had set, and dark ignorance had be- 
gun to spread her sable mantle over the whole 
face of the earth. Like a bird of ill omen, they 
make their pernicious appearance, for the first 
time, in the darkness of the 9th century. 
To the most careless and cursory reader, they 
must appear, at first sight, a motley collection, 
written by one or more illiterate and mercenary 
monks, they are so very absurd and ridiculous; 
“and every one who peruses them must feel | 
shocked and disgusted with the gross and pal- 
pable falsehoods of documents, purporting to be 
divine oracles, and on an equality with the 
sacred scriptures, and all of them put forward 
to support the usurpations and aggrandizement 
of the see of Rome, which appears to be their 
exclusive aim and object, which accounts for 
their honorable reception by that see, on their 
first appearance, and for the distinguished 
rank they held amongst papal records for five 
NO. V. D 
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or six centuries; and it is not to be doubted 
that at this day they would be entertained with 
similar honor and devotion, had not Protest- 
ants, in the 16th century, exposed their ab- 
surdities, their anachronisms, and their contra- 
dictions, so manifestly, that the late Roman 
writers were compelled, of necessity, to give 
them up to scorn and derision, not without an 
ineffectual effort to cover their disgraceful ex- 
pulsion from the records of Rome, with the 
salvo, that though admitted to be forgeries, yet 
-the Roman pontiffs had no hand in the original 
fraud (credat judeus apella, non ego.) 

To expose them one by one to any length, 
would extend this work beyond the original 
design. .We shall, therefore, be brief in 
handling such filthy materials. 

Isidore, in his preface, mentions no less than 
70 canons made by the council of Nice. “ You, 
eighty bishops, (he says) who have compelled 
me to begin and perfect this work, ought to — 
know, and all other priests ought to know, that 
we have found (I wonder where) more than 
those twenty canons of Nice; and we read in 
the decrees of pope Julius, that there ought to 
be seventy chapters of that syned.” 

Notwithstanding this pompous preface, when 
he comes to the canonsthemselves, he forgets 
to write down any one of the pretended ad- 
ditional fifty, not even that one invented by 
his precursor Zosimus, as an instrument for 
enslaving the African church. 
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That the canons, called apostolic, are falsely 
alleged to be the joint work of all the apostles, 
isevident, for many reasons. 

First, In the last of these fictitious canons 
ascribed to the apostles, the gospel according 
to St. John, is numbered amongst the books of 
the New bxesnnidiitis but it is well known that 
all the other apostles were dead long before the 
gospel according to St. John was written. 

- Second, Those canons pretend that three 
books of Maccabees are canonical, but the 
papists at Trent pronounce two only to be cano- 
nical. 

Third, The 84th canon reckons two epistles 
of Clement, and his constitutions, as canonical 
scripture, ergo, a most ignorant forgery. 

Fourth, The 45th condemns the baptism of 
heretics, yet their baptism is approved of by 
the glossary upon the decrees, (part 1, dist. 
32, ce. 6.) which is a contradiction amongst their 
own authorities. 

Fifth, They mention the lent fast, though 
Baroniusadmits, that Telesiphorus, the seventh 
pope, was the first who instituted this fast, by 
order of the church. 

Sixth, The 65th forbids any one to fast on 
Saturdays, because that was the Jewish sabbath, 
yet pope Innocent ordered the contrary. 

Seventh, The general council, held at Trulla, 
cancels those canons ascribed to the apostles, 
because, in them, some things adulterate and 
foreignfrom the faith have been introduced, 
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We reject them—by no means inserting a brood 
of heretical falsities amongst the pure doctrines ~ 
of the apostles. 

Pope Gelasius also reckons those pte 
apostolical canons, amongst apochryphal 
writings,— (Dec. part 1, dist. 15, c. 3.) 

That the apostolic constitutions, fathered on 
Clement, are also forgeries, is evident; for 
(lib. 6, c. 14.) the author introduces James, 
the brother of John, writing and speaking with 
the other apostles, many years after his death, 
as narrated in the scriptures, He calls Philip, 
one time an apostle, at.another time deacon,— 
(Lib. 6,¢. 7, and lib. 8, c. 52.) 

The first epistle, ascribed to Clement, must 
be rejected, because it mentions orders of the 
clergy unknown in the time of Clement.— 
Quotations are also made from Isaiah, accord- 
ing to the translation of Jerome, which trans- 
ioc was not made for centuries after Clement, 

The second must share the same fate : 3 for in 
it the author most ignorantly presumes to say, 
that Clement wrote to James, bishop of Jerusa- 
lem, catechising him on the manner of cele- 
brating “Sh Aa ON &e. &c. “ Qualiter 
tenere debemus de. sacramentis, te ex ordine 
decet instruere.”’ me 

Again—‘ Ut murium stercora inter fragmenta 
dominice pationis non appareant.”? And, fur- 
ther, that the clothes of the altar should be 
washed inside the church, and not outside. 
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These quotations shew the character of those 
epistles ascribed to the venerable Clement. It 
is surely absurd to suppose that Clement, who 
was not an apostle, would presume to direct 
St. James, bishop of Jerusalem, in his official 
duties. What equally exhibits the ass’s ears, 
he makes Clement write to James, after his 
death ; for James was dead seven years before 
Clement was bishop of Rome. 

To pass over many others, we must pro- 
nounce the decrees ascribed to Sylvester, who 
was pope at the council of Nice, held under 
Constantine, to be quite absurd. 

First, It is ordained in these that no layman 
should accuse a priest, 

Second, That no inferior priest should ac- 
euse his superior. 

Third, Thata prelate could not be condemned 
without seventy-two witnesses ; a cardinal with- 
out forty-three; a deacon without twenty-seven; 
a subdeacon, an acolythite, a reader, or a door- 
keeper without seven witnesses ; and all these 
witnesses must be without spot or blemish, and 
by no means of the class of laymen, from which 
it appears perfectly clear that no superior priest 
was to be condemned at all. It is really pre- 
posterous and absurd to hear this author make. 
mention of such numerous orders of the clergy 
in the time of Constantine, a time in which all 
the world knows there were no cardinals in ex- 
istence, nor were they instituted for many ages 
after ; yet, strange to tell, this decree is solemn- 
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ly ranked amongst the ecclesiastical canons of 
Rome, by the counterfeit Isidore, by Crabbe, 
by Surius, Binnius, Labbe, Cosartius, by the 
Callectio Regia; and A. D. 1091 placed amongst 
the laws of the popes, by Ivo, a bishop, a civi- 
lian, an ancient digester of the canon law. 

He furnishes an epistle from Athanasius, and 
the bishops of Egypt, to pope Marcus, in which 
~epistle they are made to say that there were 
seventy canons made by the council of Nice, 
and to request of Marcus that he would send 
them a copy from Rome, as their own had been 
burned by the Arians; accordingly, though it 
is admitted by Binnius, (in vita Marci tom. I.) 
that Marcus was dead (nine years) before the 
burning at Alexandria; yet this dead man is 
made to send the copy required, (This, we see, 
is playing the same game which Zosimus had 
played before against the Africans. | 

He produces ia letter, purporting to be an 
humble address from the bishops of Egypt to 
pope Felix, complaining of the cruel persecu- 
tion of the Arians, forgetting, or rather from 
his total ignorance of ecclesiastical history, not 
knowing that this pope Gf he may be called 
a pope) was himself an Arian, and an usurper 
of the see of Rome, having been intruded by 
an Arian emperor; but afterwards driven out 
by pope Liberius, assisted by the Roman clergy 
and people, who utterly refused to have two 
popes ; for Constantius, who had ubtruded Felix 
on the Romans, after the recall of Liberius, 
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wished Felix and Liberius to be joint bishops ; 
but the people cried out, “One God—one Christ 
—we will have but one pope.” Accordingly, 
by some of the best writers of the lives of the 
popes, this Felix is not ranked amongst the 
popes; and if it should be made to refer to 
Felix, the twenty-fifth bishop of Rome, the 
anachronism would exhibit the ignorance of the 
author, from the inconsistency of the times as 
well as circumstances; for Felix the twenty- 
fifth bishop, lived long before Arius. 

_The very form and style of this epistle con- 
demns it, for it begins thus: “To our most 
blessed and honorable lord, the holy pope Fe- 
ix,” &c.—but the true style of address in those 
days, as we learn from Cyprian, Austin, &c. 
“Julio urbis Rome episcopo, “ To dulius, 
bishop of the city of Rome;” “To Stephen, 
our brother ;” ‘‘ Cornelius my colleague and 
fellow-bishop;” and such form of address is 
suited to the manners of that age: but the ad- 
dress of the counterfeit epistle is calculated for 
the meridian of Rome, at a later period, after 
the pope had secured to himself many of his 
usurped privileges. This epistle carries another 
absurdity on the very face of it; for no less a 
personage than St. Athanasius, one of the most 
orthodox and manly champions of the church, 
is made to write an unholy and pompous epistle 
toa heretic and usurper, which, from his cha- 
racter, is a thing impossible. 
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No circumstance more fully displays the very 

gross ignorance of this pseudo Isidore, and his 
follower, Merlin, than their making Felix, an 
Arian heretic, a lawful pope, and his deerees 
lawful canons of the church. 
_ 'Phis Isidore makes pope Liberius write an 
epistle, the title to which runs thus: “ Epistola 
Liberii Papa, ut nullus pro persecutionibus 
dum durare potestatem suam relinquet eccle- 
siam.”” Now, if any one who really knows 
Latin, can make sense of this passage, (erit 
mihi magnus Apollo) he will be, to me, a papal 
(Edipus: to me it appears rank nonsense—-not- 
withstanding, collector Binnius, 1,300 years 
after Liberius, undertakes to mend it thus, 
Epis. 12, “ Liberii pape, ad omnes generaliter 
episcopos ut nullus pro persecutionibus dum 
durare potest, suam relinquet ececlesiam ;” by 
which emendation, if it can be said to mean any 
thing, it amounts to’ this: if a man be perse- 
euted for the faith, he is not to forsake his 
ehureh as long as he can help it. 

Which doctrine, indeed, is not inapplicable 
to Liberius ; for both Bellarmine and Platina 
admit, that he subscribed the Arian heresy be- 
fore he was restored to the papacy; with this 
difference, that the one says he did it through 
fear—the other voluntarily. 

fi is worthy of remark, that the ignorant col- 
lector of spurious and feigned documents takes 
care to omit all the canons of the sixth council of 
Carthage, which furnishes presumptive evidence 
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that he was at least sometimes under rule ; for 
those canons would by no means have answered 
the general purpose of his collection, namely, 
the clay ities at all hazards, of the see of Rome, 
because these canons set just limits to the pre- 
tensions, and attempted usurpation of that see; 
as we Hee seen in the matter of appeals. 

~ James Merlin, who wrote his collection of 
the first four general councils, together with 
forty-seven provincial councils; and the decre- 
tal epistles of sixty-nine popes, A. D. 1,535, 
very foolishly omits them also; for, though in 
his prologomena he states, that a council, held 
at Carthage, consisting of three hundred and 
eighteen fathers, made thirty-three decrees; 
yet he does not set down one single decree out 
of the number. From this circumstance, it ap- 
pears, that these collectors, Isidore and Merlin, 
used both art and cunning in the scheme of 
- their book ; for now and again a true document 
makes its appearance amongst the counterfeit, 
in order that the mind may be relieved with a 
glimpse of truth ; for, had the mass of forgeries 
ee exhibited in one view, the mind must coe 
turned away from the odious picture with dis- 
gust ; in fact; however, there is scarcely a suf- 
ficient moiety of truth given to relieve the 
mind amidst the dreary prospect of such a mass 
of false and counterfeit documents. 

Before we enter into any detail of the coun- 
terfeits advanced by the followers of Isidore, in 
addition to his most preeious collection, it will 
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not be amiss to throw whatever light we can 
upon this Isidore. 

We have already stated that this collection 
of counterfeits and forgeries, which came out 
about 813, was attributed to Isidore Hispalis, a 
man of hash character in the Catholic church, 
though not canonized at Rome ; for his genuine 
BE have been partly suppressed, Ana partly 
purged (as the phrase is) in the index expur- 
gatorius, published since the council of Trent. 

Now that this eminent Catholic doctor is 
quite different from the pseudo [sidore, being ad- 
mitted by Roman, or popish authors, it would 
not be necessary to say one word upon the sub- 
jeet, were the matter generally known; but as 
it is not, it will be expedient for me. tS enter 
into particulars. 

This collection of forgeries, put forth under 
the name of the venerable Isidore Hispalis, pass- 
ed currently under his name, sanctioned by the 
high authority of the see of Rome, from the 
beginning of the ninth century, up to the period 
of the reformation, when certain learned Pro- 
testants, by arguments which could not be re- 
futed, proved that the real Isidore was dead half 
a century before many matters mentioned 
amongst the forgeries of the pseudo Isidore 
came to pass. 

Of all the historians who mention the time 
of the real Isidore’s death, not one brings it so 
low as Vaszeus, who, in his chronicle, fixes it at 
647; Rodericus Toletanus (Hist. 1. 2,c. 18) at- 
643; the proper office of the saints of Spain 
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fixes upon 635; Redemptus Diaconus de obitu 
Isidori, an eye witness, says 636, when Sintha- 
lus entered his kingdom; Brauleo, bishop of 
Cesar Augustana, Lucas Tridensis, Baronius, 
the great Roman annalist, Mariana Grialus, 
&c. fix upon the year 636. 

We may, therefore, fix the time of the death 
of the venerable and real Isidore about 635, or 
636 ; but the year 647, which is the latest period 
assigned by any, would not affect our argu- 
ment. 

From authentic records, it has been ascer- - 
tained, that Honoratius, who succeeded Isidore 
in his see, assisted at the sixth counci] of Tole- 
do. Now the pseudo Isidore, in his collection, 
makes mention of the eleventh council, held 
at Toledo, Surely it isimpossible that a person | 
dead before the sixth, could have attended at 
the eleventh, | 

He also mentions the sixth Gicumenical coun- 
cil, which was held in the year 681, i. e. 45 years 
after the death of Isidore, taking the generally 
received epoch, 636, for the time of his decease. 

Baronius in Not. ad 4, April, says, “ Vaszeus 
is convicted of error, who thought this Isidore 
to be the same who collected the epistles of the 
Roman bishops.” “ Hincmarus of Laon also, 
and Trithemius, and others, who ascribe that 
collection to Isidore Hispalis.” 

What removes all doubt is, that he recites 
the first canon of the eleventh council of Tole- 
do, and mentions pope Agatho in his preface, 
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seeing that Isidore Hispalis departed this life 
long before the time of that council, and pope 
iA edu 

He also mentions Boniface of Mentz, who, 
according to Baronius, died (755) i, e. 119 years 
after fey death of Isidore. ) 

_ Notwithstanding all these authorities, Merlin : 
who first published Isidore’s collection (in print) 
argues for his identity with the real Isidore ; and 
so does Possevin, on the name Isidore; and, 
also, Harte, in his confereuce with Rainolds, - 

First argument against the genuineness of 
Isidore’s pe ine &e. “The old Roman code 
contains only the epistles of thirteen popes, be- 
ginning with Siricius; but Isidore’s collection 
contains the epistles of sixty popes, of whom, 
thirty-five lived before Siricius, whose epistles 
were utterly unknown until the publication of 
Isidore’s collection, 

Second, The bishops of France (865) re- 
jected the collection, because the canons men- 
tioned by Isidore were not found in the authen- 
tic code or book of canons formerly known and 
received. 

Third,: The council of Aquisgranum A. D. 
(816) reject them, and also the bishops of Paris 
829; also Henricus Carthusiensis, Erasmus, 
Gregory, Cassander, Contius the famous lawyer, 
but, above all, Bellarmine and Baronius, who 
are a host in themselves on such a question, re- 
ject them as spurious: to avoid trouble, we shall 
only quote brief extracts from Baronius, who 
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says, (An. Chi.865, nu. 4,) “The French bishops 
complained against appeals being’ brought be- . 
fore Pope Nicholas, and argued, those epistles 
published in the name of Isidore were not of 
equal authority with those of the ancient code. 

Baronius affirms that this collection of Isi-— 
dore’s was (longé recentior) much more modern 
' than the others, being brought out of Spain by 
Riculphus, archbishop of Meutz; “Ne quis 
calumniari possit, ab ecclesia Romana aliquod 
hujus modi, commentum esse”—“ Lest any one 
might calumniate the church of Rome as being 
fhe author of such a fiction.” 

This Riculphus (he avers) presided in a coun- 
cil at Mentz A. D. 813. Since then the French 
regions, which are nearest to Spain, knew no- 
thing of the collection of Isidore, before the 
time of Riculphus, much less did Italy—labour- 
ing to acquit the popes of having any hand in 
the propagation of the forgeries. | 

-Baronius affirms this Riculphus first pub- 
lished the collection:—next to him Benedictus 
Leyita put it into the capitulars of Charlemagne; 
and, thirdly, Hincmarus junior, of Laon, pub- 
lished it. He further adds, that Hincmarus, 
bishop of Rheims, a man of keener sagacity, 
reprehended this collection, for which cause he 
was accused ; and Froardus, in his history of 
Rheims, (cap. 16,) says, “ He was marked with 


Cinataes because he reprobated this collee- 
tion.” 


We see here that Cardinal Baronius labours 
to remove the odium of introducing these for- 
geries from the see of Rome— but unsuccess- 
tully ; for, had the see of Rome been uncon- 
cerned and uninterested, Hincmarus would not 
have been disgraced by his reprobation of the 
collection. Baronius further states, in condem- 
nation of this collection, that pope Nicholas, 
theugh often engaged in disputes about dhe 
Mea of appeal, yet he never availed himself 
ef these, though they contained most powerful 
testimonies of most holy pepes and martyrs, 
being well aware that they were of doubtful 
authority—being adventitious and lately in- 
vented evidences. 

He further adds, that Benedictus Levita, who 
took many things out of Isidore’s book, yet, 
being conscious within himself that the ae- 
thority of those epistles was uncertain, he, with 
great caution, because he knew the evidences 
taken from them were not firm, took care, as 
he testifies in the end, to have them confirmed 
by apostolic authority, This isa most extra- 
ordinary admission of Baronius: he first tells 
us that those epistles were known to be of un- 
certain authority, but that the church of Rome, 
by its apostolic authority, rendered them as true 
as gospel. Really, if we admit this reasoning, 
every criterion of true and false documents must 
_ be destroyed, and we must then depend upon 

the oracular authority of Rome for every thing. 
It is strange that so great a man as Genius 
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should make sucha lapse; for it amounts te 
this: that the church of Rome, by her fiat, may 
convert falsehood into truth, wrong inte right, 
in short, do whatever she pleases. From this, 
_it is evident that Barenius, being enlisted under 
the banner of Rome, was determined to fight 
her battles under all circumstances; for we 
learn from himself that those epistles first ap- 
peared in the records of the Franks without any 
proper names affixed to them; but, by degrees, 
as their authority increased, (at least grew older) 
they obtained names best suited to them; this 
of Clement, that of Anacletus, &c. 

(ibid. nu. 7.) He tells us, “ That the first who 
published the decrees extracted out of those 
epistles, with the titles of those Roman bishops 
in whose names they are recorded, was Hinema- 
rus of Laon, as appears by a book written against 

him by Hincmarus of Rheims, who could not read 
the collection (he says) without indignation.” 
- He adds, however, “ That others followed 
the bishop of Laon; as Buchardus, who wrote 
in the following age, and others after him, whe 
prefixed the very names of the Roman bishops 
before all the chapters, which Gratian also did, 
the last of all.” 

From this it appears manifest that this col- 
lection of Isidore’s, at its first publication, must 
have been a very crude and ill digested com- 
position, and that it remained for others, more 
skilful than the original composer, to assign 
each piece of forgery to that name which might 


. 32 
best suit it, which we find, from the highest ati- 
thority, was done in due time; all which cir- 
cumstances in some degree account for the ab- 
surdities, -anachronisms; and contradictions 
which pervade the whole mass. 

Baronius iterum, ‘“ But that these epistles are 
rendered suspicious by many things we have 
said in the second tome of our annals, where we 
mention each in particular, is evident, &¢.” 

““Where we shewed that the holy Roman 
church did not need them, so as to be bereaved 
ef her rights and privileges, should they be 
detected of falsity, being sufficiently strength- 
ened and confirmed by the legitimate and ge- 
nuine decretal epistles of other popes.” 

Now | do not see how the rights and privi- 
leges of the pope should differ with respect to 
proots of validity, from all other rights and 
privileges; for in no other instance is any one 
allowed either to be his own witness or his own 
judge. When the authority of the pope is 
ealled in question, how can their own decrees 
be produced to establish it? this is quite con- 
trary to every principle of justice and equity. 

In this discussion Baronius appears completely 
foundered ; for he seems to be striving to carry 
a load too heavy for him to bear, without sink- 
ing under it, 

First, He says that pope Nicholas did not 
avail himself of these documents, “ Being well 
aware that they were of doubtful authority.” 
Then, he says that Benedictus Levita, “ Being 
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conscious within himself that the authority of 
these epistles was uncertain, took care to have 
them confirmed by apostolic authority.” 

What legerdemain—what jugglery is this! 
—the pope knows them to be uncertain, and 
wil] not use them: his creature Benedict knows 
the same thiny, but applies to his master to . 
render them certain, which he, by a_ little 
sleight of hand, renders as certain and as true 
as gospel sicily this jugglery is too palpa- 
ble. 

In fine, as if he re forgotten all he said 

before of the pope giving them apostolic autho- 
rity for his beloved son Benedict, he tells us 
that the holy Roman church did not need 
them ; so as to be bereaved of her privileges 
and her rights, should their falsity be detected. 
‘Nowif what he said before was true, that those 
documents received apostolic validity from the 
pope, why in the end give them all up? Fie, 
Baronius, fie—(pudet et piget me tui.) Be- 
fore we enter upon the examination of the col- 
lections and additions made to those of Isidore 
and Merlin, by Crabbe, Surius, Caranza, 
Nicolinus, Binnius, Labbe, Cossartius, and the 
Collectio Regia, it will not be unprofitable to 
hear the defence of Francis Turrain, a Jesuit, 
who wrote about forty years after the publica- 
tion of Merlin’s edition of Isidore, with his 
own additions, emendations, &c. We find that 
this hero undertakes to defend every article 
contained in Isidore and Merlin, ‘aoe Ba- 
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ronius (in Not. Martyrol. ad. 6, Octob.) pro- 
fesses to dislike such arts of upholding the 
church: not, indeed, as impious, but as inex- 
pedient ; and even Binnius, Labbe, and the 
Collectio Regia give up some of those epistles 
as untenable forgeries. He also undertakes to 
defend the epistle said to be written by Clement 
to St. James, seven years after his death, as 
admitted by Binnius and Labbe, and so long 
as twenty-seven years after his death, according 
to others. Binnius and Labbe even devise a 
subterfuge, and pretend “ That the letter was 
not written to James, but to Simeon, his 
brother, who was also bishop of Jerusalem, and 
brother of our Lord, the name James having 
erept in (mendose) by fraud or mistake. 

But this redoubiable champion, Jesuit Tur- 
rain, like another Alexander, despises subter- 
fuges, and at once cuts the gordian knot ; for 
he boldly and roundly asserts and maintains 
that both St. Peter and Clement knew right 
well that James was dead before they wrote to 
him. Yet (he says) they acted wisely, both 
St. Peter in ordering, and Clement: in writing, 
the epistle. 

(Turrain in Clem. Ep. 1.)—“ Neither was 
the blessed Peter ignorant when he com- 
manded Clement to write to the dead ; nor was 
Clement ignorant when he wrote by his com- 
mand. But that the readers would presently 
see the epistle to be written to him, whom all 
men knew to be dead before St. Peter. ‘They, 


38 


en this account, being about to inquire diligent- 
ly into the cause, and seeking to find it. Nay, 
this was the design of the blessed Peter, and 
therein he imitated the scriptures.” 

Now, in truth and sincerity, until I began to 
examine minutely into these decretals, and the 
authority on which they were founded, I could 
scarcely have believed an angel from heaven, 
unless he had confirmed it by a miracle, that 
such arguments as those above could have been 
advanced in support of any doctrine, by any 
rational Christian of any denomination what- 
ever; yet this Jesuit avers that the document 
alluded to, which is palpably false, and there- 
fore a forgery, was in every one’s hands, read. 
by Catholies, enrolled amongst the decretal 
epistles of popes, produced and cited in ecele- 
siastical causes and decisions, The latter part 
is evidenced by the fact, that Gratian and Ivo, 
&c. have inserted this epistle, with others, into 
the canon law, and as it is supported by an in- 
fallible church—in former times, at least, there 
was no further question, as far as Romanists 
were concerned. 

Master Turrain adds another reason of his 
own, namely, to guard against envy. “ For 
(says he) had Peter condescended, being head 
of the church, and vicar of Jesus Christ, to 
write to any living bishop, the honour done 
unto that bishop would have been so great, that 
all the rest would have been caithue His 
intention was to transfigure these things 
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in the person of James, after the manner 
of the holy scriptures, as well for other bishops, 
and those more especially who should succeed 
him in Jerusalem, (whence the preaching of 
the Gospel began, according to the prophecy 
of Isaiah) that they biedeie thus think with 
themselves; if the prince of the apostles com- 
_ manded Clement to write these things to James, 
the brother of our Lord, whom Peter, James, 
and John did first of all ordain, who now had 
ceased to be a shepherd, and was rewarded 
with a crown, he certainly did not command 
him to write for his sake, but for us, to whom 
Solomon saith, ‘ Look diligently to the face of 
thy cattle, and consider thy herds, &c. Let 
this be one reason of the transfiguration, or 
counterfeiting a person in the epistle.” 

Now itis most unfortunate for this crude and 
ignorant attempt at trope and figure, to palliate 
a palpable forgery—that this pretended Cle- 
ment (according to the same collection) wrote 
an epistle to his dearly beloved brethren 
dwelling in Jerusalem, together with his dearly 
beloved James, his fellow disciple, so that he 
must bring, or ought to have brought in, as 
many tropes and figures as there were dwellers 
at Jerusalem. And though this bold figured 
gentleman affirms that the epistle was con- 
firmed by many and great authorities, yet he has 
not produced one, in the intermediate time, 
between Clement, the pretended writer, and 
Isidore the fictitious publisher. Peter Crabbe, 
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who published his edition a few years after 
Merlin, has prefixed to his tomes of the coun- 
cils, a treatise on the primacy, which seems to 
be the moving force, the main spring by which 
all the publishers were actuated. This treatise 
of Crabbe’s is founded on a collection of testi- 
monies derived from counterfeit epistles of 
early martyrs and bishops of Rome, and main- 
tains, “ That the holy apostolic church ob- 
tained the primacy, not from the aposties, but 
from our Lord himself ; that it is the head of 
all the churches, and that all appeals are to be 
made unto it—the greater causes, and the dis- 
putes of bishops being determined by the apos- 
tolic see; that she is the mother of all churches ; 
that all the members ought to follow the head, 
which is the church of Rome ;—that the first 
see ought to be judged by no man, neither by 
the emperors, nor by kings, nor by people ; 
that it was granted to the see of Rome by a 
singular privilege, to open and shut the king- 
dom of heaven, that none may appeal from her 
to any other ; that the apostolicsee, without any 
synod, may unbind those whom a synod or 
council hath unjustly condemned.” 

Besides this treatise of the primacy, he has 
thought fit to add thirty-four new canons to 
those produced by Isidore and Merlin, so that 
they are, hydra like, multiplying upon us as 
the difficulties of the see of Rome increase.— 
The last of the thirty-four canons is fathered 
upon Clement, and relates to the canon of the 
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scriptures, to which canon two. epistles of 
Clement are added, and also eight books of his 
- ordinances, thereby making Clement an apostle, 
and his writings canonical scriptures; all which 
passed very well until the Protestants were able 
to prove that St. James was dead before Clement 
was a bishop ; and hence the whole appeared 
to be forgeries, though, as we have already 
shewn, Turrain supports the entire, and by 
what arguments, we have already given a spe- 
cimen. 

Gesides the treatise on the primacy, and the 
thirty-four additional canons, Crabbe’s collec- 
tion contains also the Roman pontifical, or 
treatise of the livesef the popes, which treatise 
is calculated exactly te’ the meridian of the 
decreial epistles so nicely, that the harmony of 
the spheres is mere jingling discordaney com- 
pared with the minute coincidence of these 
documents. 

As this new code is fathered upon pope 
Damasus, who lived 1,360 years before Peter 
Crabbe, it is a circumstance of a wonderful, or 
rather miraculous nature, where this code could 
have been lying so long unheard of ; and where 
this gentleman could have so opportunely 
found it; for there is no trace whatever of it in 
the collections of Isidore and Merlin, though 
that of Merlin was so very prolific, one might 
have supposed the artists in forgery would have 
had no occasion for more materials than those 
already furnished. Besides this new document, 
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according to which he arranges all his tomes, 
he furnishes another novel piece, the counter- 
feit council of Sinuessa, pretended to have 
been held so far back as 303, the entire scope 
of which is to shew that the pope is to be judged 
by none. Nothing could have happened more 
opportunely, for ie dedicated this work to the 
Emperor Charles V., and that on the very. 
opening of the council of Trent, which council, 
if it had done its duty, would have judged the 
pope and church of Rome, both in its head and 
members; in epposition to those opportune 
labours and. dedications to the emperor by. 
Mr. Crabbe. This puissant council of Sinuessa, 
pretended to have been held above 1,200 years 
before the date of its first publication, is made 
to act the part of a juggler in legerdemain with 
a text of sacred scripture. ‘“ Ex ore tuo justi- 
ficaberis, et ex ore tuo condemnaberis,” “ Out of 
thine own mouth thou shalt be justified, and out 
of thine own mouth thou shalt be condemned ;” 
which text, as it were, by reiteration, is made 
to exempt the pope from the condemnation of 
any one, except by himself alone. 

How this text, by its frequent repetition, can 
prove that so long as the pope filled the chair 
he could not be condemned, but on his vacat- 
ing the papacy he was then condemned, re- 
mains to be proved. It is nota little strange 
that the Romanists would accuse pope Marcel- 
linus of having offered incense on a pagan 
altar, and then condenin him by a council of 
300 bishops, held in a cave at Sinuessa, at a 
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time when there was a crue] persecution. The 
facts alleged are not to be credited in oppo- 
sition to the favourable report made by Theo- 
doret and St. Austin, who speak in the hand- 
somest terms of Marcellinus, in opposition to 
the Donatists, who poured forth their viperous 
calumny against this venerable pope. In the 
present instance, in support of a document 
averring that the pope could be condemned by 
none but himself, we find Mr. Crabbe put to 
his witsend ; for in his premonition he informs 
us, that in consequence of the intolerable differ- 
ence and deprivation of two old copies in his 
possession, he had the greatest difficulty to 
make a fair copy from those two foul copies, 
which copies he placed parallel to each other, 
and inserted his own fair and new made copy 
between the two old ones, and thus made the 
best he could form out of both ; buta kind of 
consciousness having struck across his mind 
that people would be disposed to laugh at him, 
as if performing the part of a conjurer, he says 
himself, by way of anticipation, “ Nemo ergo 
caput subsanando moveat,” &c. ‘* Let noone 
wag his head and laugh, who may have more 
correct exemplars, or being of a. more noble 
and clear apprehension, is better able to amend 
these ; but let him rather bear patiently with 
what is done, and reduce it himself into better 
form.’ 

Res really though some may be unable to re- 
frain from laughter, and though this picture of a 
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man struggling with all his might in the 
manner described by himself, is truly ludicrous, 
anid the endeavour to maintain a corrupt and 
antichristian system of political religion by 
odious and despicable forgeries, is a subject 
not for laughter; but for scorn and reproba- 
tion. : . 

From this same laboratory we have another 
hew document, namely, a synodical epistle 
from the first couticil of Nice, addressed to pope 
Sylvester, purporting to be an humble address 
from the assembled fathers unto the pope, 
praying that he would vouchsafe to ratify all 
the decrees; the object of which is to shew 
that the decrees of councils are null and void 
without the ratification of the pope. As we 
might expect, the author furnishes us with a 
most gracious answer from Sylvester, and if 
we can form any judgment from the similarity | 
of style, the barbarisms, and the bad Latin — 
contained in both, we must conclude that both 
the epistle and answer flowed from the same 
pen. In short, they are ignorant, gross, and 
disgusting forgeries. No Greek copy even of 
the synodical epistle is given, which, of itself, is 
enough to condemn it, because the holy fathers 
of the Nicene council wrote every thing in 
Greek ; and we know full well that the im- 
perial edicts, containing copies of the decrees, 
and ratified by the authority of the emperor, 
one of which was given to each of the patriar- 
chal sees; were all written in Greek. These 
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two posthumous documents are no where to be 
found in the acts of this most august and 
venerable Gicumenical council; therefore they 
are to be spurned at, and despised. 

Independent of these barbarisms and ab- 
surdities, itis to be wondered where these two 
pretended documents could have lain hid 
during the long space of 1200 years ; and how 
did it happen that they were not brought into 
light, never appealed. to in all the givens 
between the church of Rome and the Asiatics 
and Africans, when they would have had great 
authority in obliging the Africans to submit to 
the pope of ins in the question of appeals; 
and they would, in a great degree, have pre- 
vented the eastern mache from confirming 
the title of universal bishop on the painiarel of 
Constantinople. 

The honest truth and fact of the matter is 
this : that period was too early to attempt such 
a glaring forgery, for, as yet, the eastern empire 
and ouiien were flourishing, and so was the 
African, and both abounded with men of great 
talents and learning, who would soon ee ex- 
posed the forgery, as St. Austin did in the first 
attempt of Zosimus. But, in the 16th century, 
nothing was to be feared from these churches, 
and the time was, therefore, favourable, and 
the occasion most opportune, for these several 
collectors to advance their unauthenticated 
documents, or rather forgeries, to check, if 
possible, that reforming spirit which wasabroad 
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and was shai the see of Rome to its inmost 
centre. — 

- These two documents, though ridiculous and 
nonsensical, as well in matter as in composition, 
yet they are most accurate in certain parts ; for 
_ the pope’s answer to the synodical epistle bears 

date on the day of its receipt; a thing very un- 
usual with the see of Rome in her official cor- 
respondence. Those at Nice are made to in- 
form the pope that the bishops of the apostolic 
city (Constantinople) were assembled together, 
and held his council for him there. 

In his rescript the pope is made to reply, that 
a council was held at Rome, “ of the bishops of 
the whole city of Italy, (totius urbis Italiz) and 
requests that the council will receive the truth 
examined by those assembled at the whole city 
of Italy.’ To any one at all acquainted with 
the history of the empire during the reign of 
Constantine, and of the state of the chiral’ m 
Italy, must feel disgusted at the odious stuff of 
which the epistle is composed. 

The council of Nice, we all know, was com- 
- posed of the most learned men of the age, as- 
sisted by the imperial counsellors and senators, 
and had the presence of the emperor himself 
to give force and validity to their decrees, and 
yet, an ignorant, as well as an unknown crea- 
ture, who did not understand what was meant by 
a capitol, is made to obtrude upon the world 
documents, not more false than they are absurd. 
To crown the absurdity of this pretended Roman 
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council, which was never heard of until the 
sixteenth century, when Protestants had begun 
to callin question the authority on which pa- 
pists supported the majority of their doctrines 
and practices, this said council begins with 
a brief epilogue, (epilogus brevis) and, as to its 
matter or canons, hear Binnius himself: (in 
concil. Rom. sub. Sylv.) “ The following ca- 
nons (he says) were written (verbatim) out of 
two ancient copies, which, in many places, on 
account of, the depravation of the exemplars, 
ean searcely or not at all be understood ; let 
the reader censure favourably, and commu- 
nicate, if he hath any thing more certain.” Now, 
this is an argument, ad ignorantiam, with a 
vengeance, so let it pass without any wagging 
of the head or cachinnation, which his friend 
Merlin feared ona similar occasion, as a none- 
such, or rather asa rotten pillar, unable to sup- 
port their new mystery of iniquity, 

Let us now come to this epilogus brevis—this 
; brief eptlogue—which precedes this notable 
council; and, in order to do it ample justice, 
we will ie it to speak for itself: “ In the 
time of Sylvester and Constantine, the most 
holy emperor, while 318 bishops sat in council 
at Nice, by the command of Sylvester, on the 
13th of the calends of July, there was a coun- 
cil assembled at Rome, of 267 bishops, by the 
canonical call of the pope, which again con- 
demned Cailistus, Arius, Photius, an Sabel- 
lius, condemned before in the Nicene council, 
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and ordained, that no Arian bishop, returning, 
should be received by any but the bishop of the 
place; in which, also, by the consent and su- 
perscription of all, it was ordained, that no lay- 
man should accuse a clergyman, that no priest 
should accuse a bishop, no deacon a priest, no 
subdeacon a deacon, no apolythite a subdeacon, 
no reader an exorcist, no door-keeper a reader. 
It was further ordained, that no bishop should 
be condemned but by the evidence of at least 
72 witnesses, nor shall the high-priest (pope) 
be judged by any.” Now, any true and sin- 
cere christian, who is at all acquainted with the 
state of the church in the time of the Nicene 
council, must be entirely convinced that, in 
_ this first general council, nothing was transacted 
but stich as concerned the aaron universal ; no 
one article of the council had any concern wih 
the minor officers of the church; in truth, ex- 
orcists, Kc. &c. were not known at the time, 
having been appointed in the church long after. 
W hat an impregnable circumyallation this pre- 
tended Roman council has thought fit to draw 
round the clergy, i. e. the napieh priesthood ; 

a bulwark so strong that nothing human could 
make an impression. The pope, we see, ac- 
cording to this mock council, as well as that of 
Trent, was not to be tried at all; and the 
number of witnesses required was so great, and 
their quality of such a nature, that none of the 
superior clergy, though ever so guilty, were in 
any danger of eviidemnation’: and we find that 
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this shield covered and protected the whole 
series, even to the fowest grade, the door- 
keepers. It is surely a matter of serious woun- 
der to find that so many orders had sprouted up 
in the church at so early a period ; a few short 
years after the cruel persecution under Valerian, 
which raged wiih the greatest fury, not only in 
ltaly, but throughout all the irked of the 
empire. 

Now, this precious document of papal privi- 
lege was enrolled amongst the laws of the popes 
by Ivo A. D. 1,091, a period of gloomy and 
horrid darkness, ignorance, vice, bigotry, and 
the grossest superstition. A single extract from 
the pretended synodical epistle to Sylvester 
may give us some idea of this counterfeit; 
it begins thus: “ Gloriam corroborata de divi- 
nis mysteriis ecclesiastice utilitatis quae ad ro- 
bur pertinent ecclesia Catholice ad sedem 
tuam Romanam explanata et de Greco redacta 
scribere confitemur, nunc itaque advestre sedis 
argumentum accurrimus roborari.” It would 
require a degree of inspiration, superior to that 
which is boPareHily said to have visited the 
council of Trent in a post bag, to make sense 
of this Latin, or to point eule its relevancy to 
the subjects discussed by the venerable council 
of Nice, at which none but fundamental or 
general questions were entertained; such as 
the heresy of Arius and the general interest of 
the church universal. 
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The second canon of this fictitious council 
runs thus: Ut quisque episcopus rediens 
‘ad parochiam suam compaginem salutationis 
plebi tus innotescat.” The Latin of these two — 
canons | would wish to submit to the educated — 
gentlemen of my native country, whether clergy 
or laymen, and if either class can make sense 
of the matter, I shall return them many thanks 
for the exposition ; for, to me, the Latin ap- 
pears nonsense; and the substance, as far as I 
am able to collect, utterly irrelevant to the 
matters discussed at the council of Nice. id 

The third canon forbids ecclesiastics to ap- 
pear before secular judges, let the action be 
what itmay. Now, this is not only repugnant to 
the practice of that wra of the church, but also 
to the sacred scripture. In this there is no 
“rendering unto Cesar the things which are 
Cwesar’s,” but every thing must be rendered 
unto the pope. 

Such canons would have better suited the 
Roman see under the arbitrary and despotic 
Hildebrand than the age of Constantine, who 
was the first Roman emperor who ever em- 
braced the Christian religion. 

Pope Marcus sueetadee Sylv bers in the see 
of Rome; and we have on record certain epis- 
tles sildewad to have passed between Marcus and 
St. Athanasius; which epistles were held to be 
good and valid documents before the reforma- 
tion, i. e. in short, before the learning and re- 
search of the Protestants had fathomed the 
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forgeries forward into open light by a very 
disgraceful detection and exposure of their 
fictitious and spurious authorities. 

These epistles were brought forward to prove 
that the canons ordained at Nice were no less 
than seventy—fifty of which, i. e. the spurious, 
breathe nothing but the privileges and. prero- 
gatives of the bishop and see of Rome. 

As to these very letters, which, for so many 
centuries, had been maintained as true and 
authentic records by the infallible church of 
Rome, we have now the authority of her own 
doctors to attest the contrary, which, indeed, 
is but a negative merit, because they gave them 
up when they became convinced, by the argu- 
ments of Protestants, that they were no longer 
tenable. Among the confessors of the truth, 
in this respect, we reckon Bellarmine, Baro- 
nius, Binnius, Labbe, Cossart, with the col- 
lectio regia. 

Binnius himself supplies five arguments to 
prove that the epistle ascribed to St. Athana- 
sius (which we mentioned before) was surrep- 
titious. 

First, In the controversy between the African 
church and the popes Zosimus and Boniface, 
concerning: the number of the Nicene canons, 
this epistle was unknown. 

Second, Athanasius, at the pretended datos 
had been obliged to fly from Egypt, and, there 
- fore, could not write a letter from Alexandria. 
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Third, The devastation made in the records 
of the church of Alexandria did not happen 
fora long time after, as is proved by the epistle | 
of Athanasius himself, (adomnes orthodoxos.) 

Fourth, Pope Marcus died before the empe- 
ror Constantine, but the destruction of the 
records of Alexandria pappeneds) in the reign of 
Coustantius, his successor. 

Fifth, Had Marcus sent a copy of the canons 
of Nice from Rome to Alexandria, the copies 
sent by St. Cyril of Alexandria to the Africans 
could not Lave differed from the Roman copy. 

It isa very great satisfaction to the minds of 
candid and honest Protestants, to find that the 
popish doctors have at length, and at last, been 
compelled, by force of just argument and 
sound criticism, to give up such dacuinente as 
these epistles, and thereby fully corroborate 
the opinion held by St. Austin and the Afri- 
cans, that Pope Zosimus had forged the pre- 
tended canon of Nice, in order to establish the 
right of appeal to his see ; and these pretended 
epistles between pope Marcus and saint Atha- 
nasius were forged for the self same purpose. 

From this very tardy confession of the Ro- 
man doctors, we see that it was very late before 
these spurious documents were given up, for we 
find that they were all held as true and authen- 


tic by the early popish collectors; even Har- 


ding quoted them egainst bishop Jewel, and 
Hart against Rainolds, as good, authentic, and 


valid documents. The great wonder is that: 
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any document whatever could be given up by 
any member ofa church which had long before 
claimed to herself the prerogative of infallibi- 
lity, without giving up the church itself; at 
least, it must be considered as an official resig- 
nation, on the part of the most learned doctors, 
of a quality or attribute to which the church 
of Rome, ever since the seventh century, bas 
possessed a very bad title. It would now re- 
quire a new revelation to make good the flaws 
in her title to every one of her assumed prero- 
gatives of supremacy, infallibility, universal 
pasiorship, and dominion—as well in spir pha as 
in temporal affairs. 

The irresistible force of Protestant argu- 
ments has compelled the more modern doctors 
of Rome to give up a great mass of those do- 
cuments, which, before the reformation, had 
been held as true and authentic, as the sacred 
scripture itself. 

Binnius, in like manner, sets his treatise of 
the Roman primacy before the canons, taken 
(as he says) ‘‘ Ex Antiquo Codice,” from an 
ancient book, without giving it any name—no 
doubt to cloak forgery and prevent detection : 
and though he had pronounced the book of 
pontificals to be a spurious document, yet he 

heads his chapters with it, thus: ‘“‘Ex Libro 
~ Pontificali Damasi papa; “ Out of the pon- 
tifical of pope Damasus ;” nevertheless, hear 
how he abuses the aniittcy of ine pontifical 1 in 
the name of Cletus :— 
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“ Whoever thou be, who art the author of 
this pontifical, thou addest error to error ;” for 
this author had asserted that Cletus was pope 
from the seventh consulship of Vespasian, and 
fifth of Domitian, down to the ninth of Domi- 
tian, and consulship of Rufus, i.e. from the 
year 78 to 85; for, says Binnius, “If Cletus 
began to sit in the 78th year of Christ, and yet 
sueceeded Linus, who, according to your own 
account, died in 69, Capito and Rufus being 
consuls, how will you excuse an interregnum 
of 9 years, made by your own authority, which 
contradicts itself? How sayest thou that Cle- 
tus sat 12 years, whose continuance thou dost 
circumscribe by two consulships, distant 7 years 
from each other? How dost thou say, which 
is more absurd and intolerable, that Clement 
sat from the consulship of Trachilus and [tali- 
cus, even to the 3d year of Trajan, that is, 
from the 70th to the 102ud of Christ ; and thus 
_to have administered the see 33 years, when, in 
the history, thou hast affirmed that he continued 
only 9 years.” 

Binnius says that Clement wrote two epistles, 
which are made canonical ; and also, his eight 
books ef ordinances are pronounced canonical 
scripture. In the epistle to St. James, the man- 
ner of his appointment by St. Peter is de- 
scribed; yet Linus and Cletus are said to have 
preceded him, because ordained by the prince 
of the apostles. Hence, if all these accounts 
be true, there must have been four bishops at 
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once, Peter, Linus, Cletas, and Clement, (the 
pontificalacknowledges his epistle to St. James.) 

it is curious enough to see the expedients to 
which they are obliged to have recourse, in order 
to reconcile these various accounts. Some, to 
solve the difficulty, pretend to say, that Linus 
and Cletus were his coadjutors ; some, that they 
presided | all together ; some, that Clement re- 
fused the chair until he became old. 

From which perplexity, it is manifest—first, 
that the state of the Roman church, after the 
death of the apostles, was a matter of the 
greatest uncertainty and obscurity. 

‘Second, The ignorance of the forger of Cle- 
ment’s epistles to James, must have best gross 
indeed, for this epistle says not one word of Li- 
nus, nor Cletus, but tells James that he (Cle- 
ment) was chosen by Peter: if any admit the 
epistle, they must admit that Clement was or- 
dained by Peter. Binnius fully and amply con- 
fesses that the ten books of the Circuits of Peter, 
or the Itinerary, or, as they are sometimes 
called, the Recognitions of Clement, being 
stuffed with odious fables, and net used by the 
fathers, were condemned in a council by pope 
Gelasius as apochryphal; and, he adds, that 
many pieces are falsely published under the 
name of Clement. 

Now, this confession of Binnius ought to be 
well noted, for this very itinerary is altddad to 
in the epistle to James; ergo, if the Itinerary 
be a forgery, so must the epistle—they must 


53. 


both stand or fall together. Hence Binnius 
must have been a great fool, or a greater knave, 
when he condemned the Itinerary and acknow- 
ledged the epistle. There is another letter to 
James: “De sacratis vestibus et VASIS.”— 
The very Latinity of which proves it to be the 
work of a most illiterate author. 

It gives directions about the “ Pall, the 
chair, the candlestick, the veil, the altar, the 
worship of the aliar, the ‘door-keepers, the 
covering of the altar, &c. as if all these fine 
things were in existence in the time of Clement, 
when the professors of christianity were obliged 
to assemble in the most secret places. But the 
_ ignorant forger, who knew nothing of the his- 
tory of the church, writes his epistles accord- 
ing to the state of the church in his own 
tines, 

We have a notable aforaery in the pontifical, 
under the name of Hermas, in which we have 
the testimony of an angel deciding on the cele- 
bration of Easter. Now, is it not most extraor- 
dinary that no appeal was made to this authority 
during the violent dispute about the celebra- 
tion of Easter, between the eastern and western 
churches. | 

We are indebted to Binwios for his apparent 
candour in uniting with Protestants in the full 
and absolute condemnation of two forged epis- 
tles, said to have passed between the Asiatic | 
bishops and Pope Julius: (Bin. in ep. Julii,) 
he says, “ That the epistle from the bishops of 
the east to Julius appears to have been com- 
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- piled by some uncertain author, as well by the 
concurring testimonies of the historians, Zozo- 
men and Socrates, as that you may observe 
many things to be wanting, and some things 
changed in the words and matters expressed.” 
As to the reseript or answer of Pope Julius to 
the eastern bishops, he expresses himself even 
in stronger language, for he roundly asserts that 
this counterfeit and corrupt epistle was com-_ 
piled by same one or other from various authors. 
The consulships of Felicianus and Maximia- 
nus evidently shew “ hance mendosam, cor- 
ruptam et a quodam ex diversis compilatam,”’ 
&e, &e. 

ft must have been avery mortifying and a. 
very grating thing to be compelled to give up 
these epistles as forgeries, for their whole 
matter consisted of the pope’s supremacy, the 
unlawfulness of calling councils without his 
special authority, the exclusive right of receiv- 
ing appeals, and deciding all controversies ; 
i. e. in short, they contained authorities for all 
those privileges and prerogatives claimed by 
the church cf Rome, and denied by Protes- 
tants. : | | 

Two most unfortunate forgeries for the par- 
ties concerned are fathered upon Pope Boniface 
If. and Kulalius of Alexandria, purporting to be 
a correspondence which was alledged to have 
taken place about 100 years after the sixth 
council of Carthage; because, from these epis- 
tles, it would follow that the church of Carthage 
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and those in communion with her were excom- 
municated by Pope Celestine, and that they 
continued so to the date of these spurious epis- 
tles, i.e. for the space of 100 years. Now, if 
these epistles were genuine, as was maintained 
for several centuries, then it would follow, that 
many of the saints and martyrs of the African 
church, who have been canonized by popes of 
Rome and enrolled in the Roman martyrolo- 
gies, must be displaced and unsainted, as bay- 
ing died under the sentence of excommunica- 
tion, to the eternal disgrace of the see of Rome. 
Cardinal Bellarmine, observing this alterna- 
tive, thinks it better to give them up, as for- 
geries. ‘‘ Valde mihi eas epistolas esse ses- 
sectas,’” &e. 
‘< These two epistles (he says) are mightily 
suspected by me,’ and he proceeds to prove, 
“from the chronology of Nicephorus of Con- 
stantinople, that no Kulalius existed in Alex- 
andria at the time,” and shews, “ That in the 
epistle of Boniface it is intimated, that he wrote 
by the command of the emperor Justinus. (518) 
But this emperor was dead before Boniface 
“was made pope ; besides, (he adds) the epistle 
consists of two fragments—one taken from the 
epistle of Pope Hormisdas to John, the other out 
of the epistle of Gregory to the bishops of France. - 
Now, Gregory was not born at the time.” 

Baronius is quite decided and absolute in his 
condemnation of the epistle, “ as false and 
adulterate,”—scias falsam et adulterrinam epis- 
tolam illam, que fertur nomine Bonifacii, &c., 
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and published in the second tome of the councils 
of the latter edition—(in natis ad, L6th October.) 

Ibidem.—“ Behold (he adds) into what a 
scrape this Isidore Mercator, the collector of 
these epistles, has brought our affairs 3?“ That 
the church in this PARTICULAR, APPEARS TO BB 
IN DANGER.” 

After such confessions, made by the most 
learned docters and champions of which the 
¢ehurch of Rome can boast, it is no easy matter 
to exculpate that see from the greatest impie- 
ties ; for she set herself up above all churches, 
aided to herself supremacy, infallibility, 
right of appeals, end sovereign judgment in 
all matters ; and finally, took upon herself to 
excommunicate and fulminate curses against all — 
churches which would not bow down to her 
supreme authority; and all these high prero- 
gativesshe supported not by scripture, nor the 
canons of the early Gécumenical councils, nor 
by consent of Fathers, but by fictitious canons 
and constitutions of the apostles, spurious epis- 
tles of fathers, constitutions, decretals, and 
pontificals of popes, which, at length, are given 
up, as palpable forgeries ; so that it follows from 
the confession of her own children, “ That, out 
of her own mouth (asthe Messiah said to the 
Pharisees) she is coademned ;” and hence it 
follows, that every one of her usurped prero- 
gatives must fall to the ground in one common 
ruin with the forgeries. 

The conduct of Romanists in these. latter 
times is very anomalous, for they reject the 
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spurious instruments and means by which the 
church raised herself to that enormous eleva- 
tion in which she had stood for several centu- 
ries before the reformation; that is, they reject 
the means by which the conquest was atchieved, 
but still retain the spoils, as Philip of Macedon 
despised the instruments by which he made 
many conquests; or, as the ancient Spartan go- 
vernment punished the general, but retained 
the citadel of Thebes, which he had seized, con- 
trary to the law of nations. If our countrymen 
who still continue members of the Latin church 
would duly consider the very dishonest means 
by which credit was gained to all those errors, 
as well of faith as of doctrine, of which she has 
been proved guilty by the unanswerable argu- 
ments of Protestants, they ought to suffer the 
bishop of Rome and the Italian church to sink 
with their own weight, and get as quickly as 
possible out of the ruins of this unchristian 
Babylon, long time devoted to destruction, and 
at once embrace that purified form of worship 
established at the reformation, as more worthy 
of their Creator, who must be worshipped in 
spirit and in truth, and more suited toa rational 
and free agent, whose conscience ought to be 
as free from the shackles and_ superstitious 
ceremonies imposed by Rome as the celestial 
empyreum from the dregs and dross of sublus 
nary elements. 
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In this section the corrupt interpolations 
which have been foisted into the Roman 
editions of St. Cyprian’s treatise on the 
Unily of the Church, are fully exposed 
and refuted. 


Arrer having unfolded, generally, the chief 
elements of which the corrupt documents of 
Rome consist, and which have been advanced 
in proof of her supremacy, her infallibility, 
&c.; and having also shewn that these autho- 
‘yities involve forged apostolic constitutions and 
canons, spurious decretal epistles, &c. we wiil 
now enter upon thé examination of certain real 
compositions which have been corrupted, and 
made to serve the same end as those that were 
mere fictions or forgeries. Amongst this class 
the works of St. Cyprian hold a distinguished 
rank, because he was a very early, as well as 
a most distinguished father and martyr, and, 
consequently, his authority must be deemed 
very great, whether in the confirmation or refu- 
tation of any particular doctrine, 
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In the case of this ancient and most vetiera- 
ble father’s works,the author feels himself called — 
upon by the orthodox voice of his country to 
rescue those from the erroneous and false gloss 
given to them by the Roman Catholic avi aiN 
in their public and synodical addres to the Ro- 
man Catholic clergy and laity of Ireland, in 
the year 1810, in which address those reverend 
gentlemen (twenty-six in all) appear to have 
fallen into the error so long acted on by the 
church of Rome, by which chureh the works 
of St. Cyprian have been most dishonestly cor- 
rupted. In this examination, the author thinks 
it but right to remark, that his Roman Catholie 
countrymen must stand acquitted of being them: 
selves the authors of any corruption in the 
works of St. Cyprian; but he must assert and 
maintain that they have, without due conside- 
ration and examination, availed themselves of 
what had been done long before by the mem- 
bers of the Roman or Italian church, and he 
renews his pledge, fearless of contradiction, to 
prove, in the face of the empire, of Europe, and 
the whole world, that the works of this most 
venerable father and martyr have been grossly 
corrupted by the partisans of Rome, in order to 
give a colourable appearance of antiquity as 
- well as veneration to her usurped and unchris- 
tian prerogatives, both in spirituals and tem- 
porals. 

Before entering into the actual examination 
of St, Cyprian’s works, the author thinks if 
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tight to repeat the original cause of his accurate 
scrutiny. 

On looking into the third volume of Plow- 
den’s Gieory of Treland since the union, he 
found, in the synodical address of the Roman 
Catholic hierachy of this country to the Roman 
Catholic clergy and laity of Ireland, the fol- 
lowing words: “To manifest this unity, says 
the holy martyr, St. Cyprian, in his book on the 
unity of the church, Christ has, by his divine 
authority, established one chair, and appointed 
one source of unity, in such manner that he 
who withdraws himself from this chair, upon 
_ which the church is founded, is no longer within 
the church; and that he who does not hold to 
the unity of the church has no faith.” These 
words are read in the appendix to Plowden’s his- 
tory, and, I must affirm, that the greatest stick- 
ler for popish supremacy that ever raised his 
antichristian head never went farther, unless 
in this instance, than to say the church was 
founded upon St. Peter, and never ventured 
to affirm that it was founded upon Peter’s chair, 
which these reverend gentlemen have thought 
fit to do, if their address has been correctly 
printed in Plowden’s history: and,as he was a 
favourite, nay,an accredited historian of Rome, 
Catholics can have no reason whatever to con- 
clude that the document has not been given in 
a perfectly correct form. | 

I do not hesitate to challenge all the papists 
in existence to name one single author who 
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inaintained that the church of Christ was found 
ed on the chair of Peter before the corrupted 
edition of St. Cyprian, from which the extract 
is taken, made its appearance; having been 
published by the vatican printer, with the sanc- 
tion and by the authority of the pope and court 
of Rome. And, I trust, when the real state of 
the case is pointed out to the survivors of those 
reverend gentlemen who were parties to the 
synodical epistle of 1810, they will, with honest 
and manly minds, join me in reprobation of this 
foul and scandalous corruption of St. Cyprian’s 
works. 

[ now crave the solemn attention of those 
prelates who gave their sanction to the publi- 
cation of the foregoing synodical document, 
as well as the rest of my countrymen, of all re- 
ligious persiasions, until I demonstrate, with 
irresistible evidence, that the preceding quo- 
‘tation, purporting to be the very words of St: 
Cyprian, are absolutely fictitious, being a cor- 
rupt and palpable interpolation in the genuine 
works of that truly great saint and ety mar- 
tyr. 

In the present ailictioue the fairest, as well 
as clearest method willbe, to quote so much of 
St. Cyprian as will bring in those parts which 
are averred to be suppositious corruptions. 1 
shall, therefore, quote the words of the original, 
and include the alleged inter plated ure int 
parenthesis. | | 
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St. Cyp. (de Unit. Ecclesia.) “ Super unum 
(dlum) edificat eeclesiam et ili pascendas man- 
dat oves suas, et quanquam apostelis omnibus 
post resurrectionem suam, parem potestatem 
tribuat ; et dicit, sieut misit me pater, ita ego 
mitto vos, accipite spiritum sanctum. Si cui 
remiseritis peecata, remittentur ipsis; sicui 
tenueritis, tenebuntur; tamen uf unitatem 
manifestaret, (unam cathedram constituet, et) 
unitatis originem, ab uno incipientem, sub sua 
auctoritate disposuit. Hoc fuit utique, et eceteri 
apostoli, quod fuit Petus, part auctoritate 
prediti, et honoris et potestatis, sed exordium 


. unitate proficiscitur, (primatus Petro datur) ut 


una sit Christi ecclesia (et una cathedra.) Hane 
ecclesie unitatem qui non tenet, tenere fidem 
eredit.? Qui ecclesiae renititur et resistit (qui — 
cathedram Petri, super quam fundata est ec- 
clesize deserit) in ecclesia esse confidit.””— (Edit. 
Rom. 1564, et edit. Par. 1607.) 

The preceding quotation has been given at 
large, as it is found in the edition of Cyprian, | 
printed at Paris and at Rome with pontifical 
authority—that at Rome having been published 


_ A.D. 1564, at the close of the council of Trent, 


which council had given plenary authority to 
the pope and court of Rome to publish cor- 
rected, (i. e.}in fact, corrupted editions. For the 
benefit of the English reader, the translation 
of the foregoing quotation shall be given as 
literal as possible, and the alleged interpola- 
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tions included in parenthesis, in a manner 
similar to that in the original :— 

“ He builds his church upon one (him alone), 
and gives his sheep to him to be fed. And 
although he confer upon ali the apostles, after 
his resurrection, EQUAL POWER, and say,‘ As my 
father hath sent me, in like manner dol send 
you ; receive the Holy Ghost. If ye will remit 
his sins to any one, they shall be remitted to 
him. Ifye willretain his sins to any one, they 
shall be retained.’ However, that he might 
manifest unity, he (constituted one chair, and) 
by his own authority, ordained the origin of 
this unity, which derives its beginning from. 
one. ‘Fhe oruer apostles also were the same 
as Peter, being endowed with cquan fellowship, 
both of Honour and power ; but the beginning 
proceeds from unity (the primacy is given to 
Peter) that the church of Christ may be one, 
(and one chair.) He who does not hold this 
unity of the church, does he think that he holds 
the faith? He who struggles against and resists 
the church, (he who deserts the chair of Peter, 
upon which the church is founded) does he 
believe that he is in the church ?” 

Now, I willappeal to the eandour and honest 
judgment of any unbiassed reader, whether of 
the original or the foregoing literal translation, 
_ and ask him, does the whole extract not appear 
strangely disfigured and distorted by the parts 
included within the parenthesis? and does it 
not exhibit an unnatural and motley counte- 
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nance? J will further call upon the reader 
tacitly to run over the entire quotation, unin- 
cumbered with the alleged interpolations, and 
require of him then to state, whether or not the 
sense of St. Cyprian is plain and clear, and, 
what is very important, perfectly consistent with 
itself, as well as with the other parts, not only 
of this'treatise on the unity of the church, from 
which this extract is taken, but also with the 
other works of St. Cyprian, which shall be | 
quoted in illustration of the present matter. 

By taking an accurate and a comprehensive 
view of the entire extract, we will find that the 
addenda are absolutely inconsistent, even with 
themselves ; for, in the first part, the interpo- 
lation makes the church to be founded on St. 
Peter alone, to the exclusion of the other apos- 
tles, contrary to scripture; and the latter part 
must have the church founded upon St, Peter’s 
ehair, which is really absurd in itself, as wellas 
inconsistent with the initial part; but something 
must be done to make room for the chair and 
authority of the pope. 

In order to render the subject more clear and 
more intelligible, we shall exhibit the alleged 
interpolations by themselves, in a kind of dia- 
gram, that the eye may assist the intellect in 
taking a more perfect and a more condensed 


view of the entire. } 
ADDENDA. | 
First, “ Upon him alone he builds his churcli,” 
Ke, | 


/ 
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Second, “ He constitutes onE CHAIR.” 

Third, “ The primacy is given to Peter.” 

Fourth, “ He who forsakes the chair of Peter, 
upon which the church was founded, does he 
believe that he isin the church?” — 

Now, I do boldly aver that these four opinions, 
attributed to St. Cyprian, are absolute fictions, 
foul and surreptitious interpolations, 

First, Because they contradict each other and 
are quite inconsistent with the subject matter of 
the treatise itself, which is exclusively confined 
to the unity of the church, and quite uncon- 
nected with the question of primacy, to which 
the interpolations entirely appertain. 

- Second, Because they are utterly inconsistent 
with the whole tenor as well as spirit of St. 
 Cyprian’s works; for, amongst the ancient and 
venerable falieke of the church, we can scarcely 
find a single individual who was a more strenu- 
ous champion or a more zealous advoeate for 
the sacred rights, privileges, freedom, and in- 
dependence of the Catholic church, as well as for 
the unity of her faith, to promote and establish 
which, on a sound and firm basis, was the entire 
object and end of this third chapter, from which 
the extractis quoted. 

Thirdly and lastly, the interpolated sen- 
tences are net to be found in the most ancient 
manuscripts, nor in the earliest printed copies 
of St. Cyprian’s works ; though these works 
have been printed as early at least as the works 
of any other of the fathers, and certainly they 

NO, V, KR 
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have been printed oftener than these of any 
other. 

By a due consideration of St. Cyprian’s argu- 
ment in the text, it will appear manifest, that 
the first sentence (interpolated) distorts his 
meaning and wrests from its purpose the entire 
force of his reasoning ; for he quotes the words 
both of St. Matthew and St. John, addressed by 
the Messiah to Peter, personally, not as an 
argument bearing upon | the primacy or super!- 
ene of one disciple over another, but as an 
index of unity, to establish which his entire 
discourse is exclusively directed. If St. Cy- 
prian, as Romanists allege, had, in the first 
paragraph, affirmed that the church of Christ 
was founded upon Peter atons, how could he, 
in the next member, immediately add, “ The 
other apostles, indeed, were the same. which 
Peter was, being endowed with equal fellow- 
ship, both of nonour and power 2?” If, then, 
all were endowed with equal fellowship, both 
of honour and power, how could he, by possi- 
bility, mean to say, that one of them was su- 
preme ? The proposition would be a contra- 
diction in terms. Hence it must follow that the 
addenda, or extra words first found in the 
Roman and Paris editions of St. Cyprian, are 
palpable interpolations, set forth and sanctioned 
by the church of Rome to sustain her prero- 
gative of usurped supremacy. 

As the unity of the church is the exclusive 
subject of his entire treatise, St. Cyprian pro- 
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ceeds with his argument to this effect: “ But 
the beginning proceeds from unity, (i. e. though 
all the apostles were endowed with an equality 
of honour and power, yet the beginning pro- 
ceeds from unity,) that the church of. Christ 
may be shewn to be one.” Before which, the 
interpolation thrusts in, ‘“‘ The primacy is given 
to Peter.’ Words which are absolutely in- 
compatible with the preceding ; for, if all are 
endowed with an equality of honour and power, 
how could the primacy be given to one? Really 
the first inventors of this forgery were very 
clumsy artists—they not only forgot to keep 
probability in view, but lost sight even of 
rational consistency. 

The true and genuine words of St. Cyprian 
are clear and plain :—“ But the beginning 
proceeds from unity, eis the church of Christ 
may be shewn to be one!’ 

These words follow each other in a natural 
order, and convey the true and real meaning 
of this holy father in the text; and this doc- 
trine perfectly accords not only with what goes 
before and follows after, in the passage itself, 
but is also in perfect unison with that taught in 
his other writings, as shall be fully proved dre 
after. 

Further—the interpolators, not satisfied with 
having given the primacy to Peter, in direct 
opposition to the sacred scriptures, as well as 
contrary to the spirit of St. Cyprian’s argu- 
ment and doctrine, with barefaced impudence 
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foist in (and one chair) after the genuine words 
“* that the church may be one ;” which, indeed, 
to papists, is the most important forgery of all; 
for, to them it mattered little whether “ces 
primacy was conferred on St. Peter or not, if 
they could not succeed in establishing one see, 
and one chair, and have it firmly fixed at Rome 
besides. 

Though the preceding is bad enough, yet the 
most flagrant (if possible) and most direful in 
its consequences, of all their corruptions in this 
treatise of St. Cyprian on the unity of the 
ehurch, is still to come. St. Cyprian himself 
says, ‘© He who does not hold this unity of the 
church, does he think that he holds the faith ? 
He who struggles agaiust, and resists the 
ehurch, does he presume to think that he is in 
the church ?” (Meaning the universal church.) 
—But how do the partisans of the pope’s chair 
manage ? After the words “ he who struggles 
against and resists the, church,” they, with 
wicked and heretical cunning, put in ¢“ He 
who deserts the ehair of Peter, upon which the 
chureh has been founded,) does he presume 
te think that he isin the church ?” : 

The absurdity of this corrupt interpolation 
is gross in the extreme ; for, who ever before 
heard of a church being founded on a chair ? 
Those who espouse and euiian such doctrine 
in support of popery; ought to be ashamed of 
themselves ;* in proof of which I shall quote 

* It is but right to remark here, touching this fourth vile 
corruption, a eertain eircumstance which probably is un- 


69 


St. Cyprian’s own words, out of his seventy- 
fourth letter, written to pope Stephen, after 
that this same pope, in a fit of rage, had sepa- 
rated St. Cyprian and the church of Africa 
from the communion of Rome: 

He says, (Ep. 74.) “ It has been delivered 
tous, (in St. Paul’s epistle to the Ephesians, 
chap. 4, v. 5.) that, if there be one God, and 
one Christ, and one hope, and one faith, and 
one church, and one baptism, constituted in 
one church alone, from which unity should 
any one depart, he must necessarily be found 
with heretics, i. e. be himself a heretic. 

Now, though the form of expression in this 
epistle and in the treatise on the unity of the 
church be different; yet the identity of doc- 
trine is preserved. In the treatise the wordsare, 
‘* He who does not hold this~ unity of the 
church, doeshe think that he holds the faith ?” 


known tothe Roman Catholic hierarchy of Ireland, that, 
though they appear to have adopted it with all its sins upon 
its head, yet their trusty and well beloved friend, the famous 
Jesuit, Gretser, gives it up as an addition, and -argues man- 
fully against its being a wiLruu corruption ;for, (says he) 
‘* What fraud is there in this ? Did not Pamelius (the papat 
editor) remark that these words were not in ‘the written 
copies used by him.” ‘ Sed que hoc loco fraus ; an non 
Pamelius hanc lectionis diversitatem annotavit.— (Gretser. 
lib. 2, c. 7, p. 302.) He calls it a mere diversity of reading, 
that is to say, the words are no where to be found in all the 
manuscripts used by Pamelius, if we except the two unau- 
thentic and imperfect copies, the Cambron and Bavarian, of 


which the more respectable and feanned Romanists. are 
ashamed. 
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In the epistle, “ He who departs from this unity, 
must necessarily be fownd with heretics.” The 
sentiment or doctrine in both is the same ; for, 
not to hold the faith, and be found with here- 
tics, are synonimous. | 

Surely those men argue very absurdly who 
_ advance the authority of St. Cyprian for the 
supremacy of the pope, and for one chair, 
upon which the church was founded, &c. when 
the whole tenor of St. Cyprian’s arguments, 
whether in the treatise or in the epistle, goes 
to prove the direct contrary. When he wrote 
the epistle he was in a state of excommunica- 
tion from the see of Rome, because he would 
not agree with Pope Stephen on the question 
concerning baptism performed by heretics; and 
so far from teaching the popish doctrine of one 
chair, and that Stephen filled that chair, he 
elaborately proves that Stephen was heretical, 
because he had separated himself from the 
unity of thechurch. He also quotes the words 
of St. Peter, as well as those of St. Paul, to. 
make good his argument against the pope, Ist 
Peter, c. 3, v.20, “ In like manner Peter him- 
self, also, when demonstrating and vindicating 
unity, commanded, warned, and admonished, 
that we could not be saved unless by the one 
sole baptism of the one church ;” meaning still 
the universal orthodox church of Chis and 
not the church of Rome, which, according to 
St. Cyprian, was heretical under her then Pape 
Stephen. 
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We shall now produce an extract, taken 
from a different part of the treatise on the 
unity of the church, which will reflect addi- 
tional light upon the interpolations, and de- 
monstrate clearly that the exclusive end and — 
aim of St. Cyprian, throughout the entire 
treatise, is to teach and inculeate the unity of 
the church, i. e. a perfect uniformity in the 
one orthodox faith, as taught by Christ and his 
apostles : 

« As there is one Lord, one baptism, one 
God, sois there one indivisible bishoprick, 
which ought to be placed (in solidum) entirely 
in the power of every bishop, (singulos epis- 
copos) and that under one SUPREME BISHOP, 
Curisr, the sole and onty HEAD and spouse 
of the one church, as the numerous rays of the 
sun constitute one light.” . 

The words of the preceding paragraph, quoted 
from the same work, are so clear, so strong, and 
so unequivocal, that no doubt can possibly re- 
main as to the doctrine of St. Cyprian; and, it 
must demonstratively follow, that he could not 
teach that the supremacy over Christ’s church 
was given to popes of Rome, or that Peter or 
any pope was, or could possibly be, what he 
explicitly and emphaticaily affirmed Christ to 
be, the one supreme bishop, the sole and only 
head and spouse of the one only church (mean- 
ing the universal church); on the contrary, 
St. Cyprian uniformly teaches that all the apos- 
tles were equal among themselves, being all 
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endowed with equal fellowship of honor and 
power, under one head, Christ, the supreme 
bishop. 

The intelligent reader, who will compare the 
two foregoing. extracts with each other, will 
immediately see that they are in perfect har- 
mony and unison with themselves, provided the 
interpolated sentences be omitted ; on the con- 
trary, the latter extract is incompatible with 
the former, when incumbered with the papal 
interpolations; and, that the expressions of St. 
Cyprian, delivered in the latter, are meant by 
him to be quite exclusive, and to limit the high 
prerogative to Christ himself, is quite evident 
from the whole tenor of this great father’s doc- 
trine ; and, that it is perfectly orthodox, will ap- 
pear manifest from the records of holy writ, for 
St. Paul says, (Ep. ad Ep. c. 4, v. 16, and c. I, 
¥, 22:)) But, speaking the truth in love, may 
grow up unto him in all things, which is the 
haath even Christ, and bath put all things under 
-his feet, and gave him to be head over all things 
to the dhe weds which is his body, the fullness 
of him that filleth all in all.” Since then the 
church, i. e, all the faithful of every denomina- 
tion (and, consequently, including popes) con- 
stitute the body, it is impossible that any mem- 
ber ean be the head, which is here said. to be 
Christ himself: (Ephes: ¢, 2, v. 19, 20) “ Now, 
therefore, ye are no more strangers and foreign- 
ers, but fellow-citizens with the saints, and of the 
household of God, and are built upon the foun- 
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dation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ 
himself being the chief corner stone.” 

And St. Peter, Cd ep. c. 2,,v.25,) ‘ Por ye 
were as sheep going astray, but are now re- 
turned to the Shaver and bishop of your 
souls.” The doctrine, therefore, of these two 
apostles are not only consonant to but confir- 
mative of that delivered by St. Cyprian, when 
uncorrupted, i. e. freed from the obnoxious 
interpolations. 

St. Cyril, also, perfectly agrees in doctrine 
with St. Cyprian, (in evang. Joh. c. 7, 1.-11, 
—¢. 26,) “ Paul shews that Christ is the body, 
eomposed of every man, as members, of which 
the Saviour is the head.” 

And St. Austin, (ep. 58,) to Pope Boniface : 
«The Catholic church alone is the body of 
Christ; of which he is the head.” 

And St. louatius, (in the epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, col. 2,) “ Christ alone is the supreme and 
true pontiff or high priest.” 

Even St. Be rind (de couxisid. ie 25,) “ Let 
it be, that he (the pope) can claim his supreme 
power by any other way, not, however, by di- 
vine right, (apostolico jure) for Peter could not 
give what.he had not, but he gave his successors 
what he had—the care of the churches.” 

It appears that St. Bernard, who resided at 
Rome, and was greatly esteemed by all men, 
even by fe aaah the then pope, had no no- 
tion of the divine right of papal supremacy, and 
consequently, the doctrine fathered upon St. 
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Cyprian by the late partisans of Rome, conceri- 
ing Peter’s primacy, one chair, &c. was utterly 
unknown to St. Bernard, though he flourished 
700 years after St. Cy prian. 

To return to St. Cyprian: Dupin Eee ec. 
hist. vol. 1, p. 117,) informs us, that, in the year 
256, when tie African deputies came to Rome 
to request “ Pope Stephen to join the African 
synod in their discipline, relative to the baptism 
of heretics, Stephen (he says) was enraged 
against Cyprian and his colleagues, and ill- 
treated the deputies, denying them not merely 
the rights of hospitality but interdicted all com- 
munion, even of a religious nature, with them, 
and followed it up by writing a letter full of 
_ invectives against Cyprian, and finally, put not 
only the African church but those consenting 
with her, in the matter of heretical baptism, 
out of the communion of the church of Rome.” 
He further adds, p. 118, that St. Cyprian never 
changed his opinion: how then can it be pre- 
tended that he who openly and canonically 
resisted and despised the authority of the bishop 
of Rome should, in his treatise on the unity of 
the chureh, actually teach and recommend the 
doctrine founded on the interpolations—that 
the primacy was given to Peter— that one chair 
was appointed—that on this chair the church of 
Christ was founded—and that whosoever with- 
drew himself from that chair was not in the 
church? The thing is absurd, for St. Cyprian 
not only rejected the authority of the bishop of 
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Rome but maintained a different opinion, and 
continued of this opinion to the end of his life; 
and he strenuously defended and inculcated his 
own doctrine, not only in the African church 
but in all those churches in communion with 
him, as is fully manifested by his various epistles, 
written to the most distinguished characters of 
which the christian church could then boast. 

I shall now, by way of contrast to that spu- 
rious stuff which papists, by their corrupt inter- 
polatious, would father upon this holy martyr, 
quote an extract from an epistle which may be 
considered the canonical voice of the council 
of Carthage, (as it is aken from St. Cyprian’s 
preface.) 

In this council he begins by reading the letter 
of Jubianus, in eh a to one sent to him by 
Cyprian, giving an account of the conduct of 
Pope Stephen: ‘It now remains for us, (he 
says) that each of us should express our senti- 
ments, judging no one, or removing any one 
- from the right of communion, should he happen 
to entertain a different opinion, for none of us 
constitutes himself bishop of bishops, or by 
tyrannical terror forces his colleagues to aneces- 
sity of obedience, (as pope Stephen had at- 
tempted) seeing that every bishop possesses a 
free liberty to exercise his own proper judgment; 
and, as he cannot be yudged by another, so he 
cannot judge another; but let us all wait for 
judgment of our Lord Jesus Christ, who only 
and alone has the power both of appointing to 
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the government of his own church and of pro- 
nouncing judgment on our conduct, » 

In this extract we may observe a whole series 
of objections made agajnst the conduct and opi- 
nions of Pcpe Stephen. 

The first is—That there is not (in the opinion 

of St. Cyprian) in the church of Christa bishop 
of bishops, i. e, a supreme bishop. 

Second, That no one bishop is vested with 
a power to compel others to adopt his opinions 
or doctrines, nor to enforce obedience by any 
tyrannical threat or otherwise. 

Third, That all bishops possessed an inde- 
pendent judgment of their own, being account- 
able to Christ alone for their Stewardship! 

Fourth, That no bishop could be judged by 
any other bishop, ull being free and indepen- 
dent. 

Fifth, That no one bishop was appointed 
supreme judge; on the contrary, all were to 
wait for the ace of Christ, the sole and 
only judge, 

The reader will observe how fully the doc- 
trine set forth in this synodical epistle accords 
with that contained in the treatise on the unity 
of the church, when freed from the interpola- 
tions; “That all the apostles were the same 
as Peter, all endowed with equal fellowship of 
honor as well as power”—leaving no place for 
Peter’s primacy—no place for one chair—no 
ground whatever for papal supremacy, 


The same doctrine is found in his 76th epis- 
tle, (ad Magnum) “ Prescribing to no one why 
he should not ordain what he thought right in 
his own church, as each bishop must render 

an account of his conduct unto the Lord.” 

In another part, (Con. Const. apud Cyp. 
p. 405) he says, “ The meaning of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, when sending forth his apostles, 
is manifest; and, when granting to them alone 
the power given to him from the father, to whom 

- we have succeeded, governing the church of 
our Lord with the same power.” Hence it is 
quite evident, that St. Cyprian considered the 
powers and privileges not only of the apostles 
themselves but of all bishops, their successors, — 
to be respectively equal and the same, i. e. si- 
milar, according to ‘he doctrine laid down in 
his treatise on the unity of the church; which 
doctrine Stapleton, a popish writer, (ib. 11, 
&. 7, de princip. fid. doctri,) calls ‘“‘ dangerous, © 
even pernicious, (periculosam, tmo et perniciv- 
sam) if not rightly and soundly understood.” 
And Rufus (contra Molinzum) confesses that 
this is a difficult passage which he dare not 
expound, [ Locumesse difficilem, quem ipse non 
audeat ex plicare. | 

And Bellarmine, [1. 4, de Rom. pontif. c. 7, 
977] “ Videtur mortaliter peccasse ;” St. Cy- 
prian appears to haye committed a mortal sin. 

We have already remarked that the result 
of this dispute between St. Cyprian and the 

‘bishop of Rome wes, that Pope Stephen, in a 
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fit of unchristian rage, thought proper to excom- 
municate St, Cyprian and the African church, | 
and all the other churches which agreed with 
him in doctrine, i. e. the churches of Numidia, 
Mauritania, Cilicia, Cappadocia, Galatia, and 
Egypt. [Euseb. lib, 7.] 

After such violent and uncharitable, nay, 

anchristian conduct, how can it be argued that 
St. Cyprian ever phages a single line in favor of 
papal supremacy or papal prerogative of any 
kind, | : 
This extravagant conduct on the part of Rone 
Stephen was condemned, as heretical, not mere- 
ly by St, Cyprian himself, but reprobated by 
Dionysius the great, patriarch of Constantino- » 
ple, and by Firmilian, bishop of Cesarea, in 
Cappadocia, who stigmatizes the conduct of 
Stephen as wicked, impious, and schismatical, 
[apud Cyp. ep. 75.] He pronounces, “ That 
he isa true schismatic who departs from the 
unity of the church, [according to St. Cyprian’s: 
real doctrine] which thou hast done,oh Stephen! 
tor, by attempting to separate others from thee, 
thou hast separated thyself from all other 
ehurches. How much sin hast thou heaped on 
thyself by cutting thyself off from so many 
flocks!” 

it is evident that the es yet ie Cyprian 
entertained the same sentiments of the conduct 
of his colleague, Stephen, as he designates the 
pope, for this [75th ep.] is published amongst 
his own, and therefore is adopted by him, in 
which Stephen is branded with the guilt of 
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** pride, self-contradiction, ignorance, nay, with 
being the favourer and abettor of heretics ;” 
how then is it possible to bring forward the 
authority of Cyprian to elevaie the chair of 
Stephen, or any successor of Stephen, i.e. any 
pope or bishop of Rome whatever? - 

In his 67th epistle, when writing to this very 
Stephen, St. Cyprian thus expresses himself :— 
* Truly, dearest brother, the body of priests 
is numerous, being joined together by the glue 
of mutual coneord, and the bond of unity, so 
thatif any one of our college ‘shall attempt te 
form a heresy, and tear to pieces, and lay waste 
the flock of Christ, the rest may assist, and as 
useful and compassionate pastors, may gather 
together the Lord’s sheep into the flock.” 

Surely these words are incompatible with 
any servile deference toa pope. 

Even Rigaltius, a Romanist, tells us that 
the Spaniards appealed from the bishop of 
Rome to the bishop of Carthage; and asks» 
“ Sed cur ad Cyprianum si potestas infinite 
penes Romanum ?” “ But why appeal to Cy- 
prian, if the bishop of Rome were invested with 
absolute sovereign power ?” 

This very Rigaltius, in his edition of Cy- 
prian’s works, left out the corrupt interpola- 
tions of one chair, &c. being ashamed of them. 

Isid. Hisp. (de off. 2, 5.) “ Coeteri apostoli- 
cum Petro par consortium honoris et potesta- 
fis acceperunt, qui etiam toto orbe dispersi 
evangelium predicaverunt, quibusque deceden- 
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tibus successerunt episcopi qui sunt constituti 
per totum mundum in sedibus apostolorum.”— 
“The rest of the apostles, together with Peter, 
obtained an equal fellowship both of honour and 
power, who being also dispersed throughout the 
whole world, preached the gospel, to whem, 
on their departure from this life, bishops sue- 
ceeded; who were ordained in the sees of the 
apostles through the whole world.” These 
words of the venerable Isidore contain the same 
identical doctrine which St. Cyprian taught 
several centuries before him.” 

From this it is evident that these gross eor- 
ruptions of this father’s works could be rendered 
available to the interests of the see of Rome, 
only at a period of ignorance, i. e. before Pro 
testanis had begun to scrutinize accurately, 
every document of authority on which the 
church of Rome presumed to build her un- 
christian prerogatives. Hence it appears to 
me a very strange and surprising phenomenon, 
that the Irish ome Catholic hierarchy of the 
present age of learning and liberal improve- 
ment in every branch of literature, should ad- 
vance, without due examination of course, in 
their synodical epistle, a corrupt extract, or in 
plain English, an oid forgery, and act thereon, 
when its refutation was as clear as the meridian 
sun. 

We may further remark that Firmilian 
{:Apud. Cyp. Ep. 75,) says, “ And Tt am the 
more indignant at this so palpable and manifest 
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folly of Stephen, that he tlius boasts of his 
episcopacy and contends that he possesses, by 
succession, the chair of Peter.” After. this, 
will any one venture to assert, that St. Cyprian, 
either by word or precept; ever exalted the 
chair of Peter, or of his colleague Stephen ? 
On the contrary, the spirit of perfect inde- 
pendence breathes in every line of this holy 
martyr’s compositions. 

In (Ep. 67.) speaking of Basilides, who was 
expelled the church of Spain, he thus writes : 
“‘ That he, (Basilides) going to Rome, imposed 
upon (fefellit) our colleague Stephen, being 
ata great distanee; and ignorant of the true 
and real state of the case; that by artful ad- 
dress he might prevail upon him to procure his 
restoration to his bishoprick, by unjust means, — 
from whieh he had been justly deposed.” 

From the foregoing paragraph we learn two 
things—first, that St: Cyprian did not consider 
the pope as infallible—second, that he himself 
was on a pertect equality with his colleague 
Stephen, as he callsthe pope; which is quite 
consonant to his genuine doctrine, already ex- 
amined, namely, that all the apostles, and all 
bishops, as successors of the apostles; were en- 
dowed with equal fellowship of honor and 
power in their respective churches ; and this 
principle he manfully maintained throughout 
his whole life, in opposition to the pride, ar- 
regance, and power of Stephen, the imperial 
bishop or pope of Rome. 
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In his (74th Ep. ad Pompeium) against the 
violent letter of Stephen, he expresses himself 
in more severe terms, if possible, than Firmilian 
used to himself (Ep. 75.) He says, “ That he 
had sent him (Pompey) a copy of Stephen’s 
letter, which, having read, you will more and 
more mark his error, who endeavours to sup- 
port the cause of heretics against Christians 
and the church of God.” 

In this epistle we see that he boldly pro- 
nounces Stephen te bea heretic, and the abet- 
tor of heretics, in oppesition to the true church 
of God ; after which I expect the lrish Roman 
Catholic Divines will never again venture to 
quote the authority of St. Cyprian, for any one 
of the usurpations of the bishop of Rome. 

In the 75th Ep. it is expressly alleged by 
Firmilian, “ That those who are at Rome do 
not in all things observe those precepts which 
were yey hin down to them from the be- 
ginning.’ 

In tiles epistles (Ep. 69, p. 185, 73, p. 206, 
‘208, 210; 74, p. 212, the pope and 
clergy of Rome are accused of “ Being 
prevaricators both in matters of faith and pas | 
enemies to Christians, friends and abettors of 
heretics, men who did plead their cause and 
participate in their sins, men who rendered 
null and void the baptism of the church, and 
gave up the spouse of Christ to adulterers (1. e 
heretics) ; and in the 75th epistle it is averred 
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that none could be so foolish as to suppose that 
the apostles delivered such a thing.” | 

After such a mass of authoritative documents, 
we may safely and irrefragably conclude, that 
St. Cyprian never, by word, precept, or act, 
gave any sanction whatever to the usurped pre- 
rogatives of Rome, and consequently that he 
never wrote one line of those fathered upon 
him by papists, in his treatise on the unity of 
the church, purporting to teach that the pri- 
macy was given to Peter; that one chair was 
constituted, and that any one who SO 
himself from this chair, meaning the pope’s, 
was not in the church. 

1 feel it my duty to take notice here, that 
those two epistles, the 74th and 75th, are not 
to be found in certain editions of St. Cyprian’s 
works, published by papal authority ; a cir- 
cumstance by no means to be wondered at, 
seeing that they are so very decided, and so 
very hostile to the usurped prerogatives of the 
pope and see of Rome. But though they are 
not found in certain Roman or papal editions, 
yet they are to be read in the most ancient copies, 
especially the manuscriptcopies.* Inthe present 


* N. B.—These two epistles, which were struck out by 
Manutius, are restored by Pamelius, his successor in the 
office of Vatican publisher. Besides, these two epistles are 
found in all the manuscripts ; for, as to the Cambron, it 
condemns itself, and in fact these two epistles are now uni- 
versally received, thanks to the indefatigable exertions of 
Protestants, since the Reformation. 


84 


ease, however, it is not necessary for me to re-_ 
fer to those ancient copies which are in the 
English universities. Because, most fortu- 
nately, I am able to produce papal authority 
for the appearance of these two most celebrated 
epistles, in their own early editions, and what 
contributes not a little to my satisfaction on the 
present occasion, is, that I feel myself em- 
powered to produce most substantial reasons 
why they have been struck out of their later 
editions, and that upon the same irrefragable 
papal or Roman authority. 

In the first place, happily for the cause of 
truth and pure religion, we have extracts from 
those two formidable epistles recorded in Gra- 
tian’ s authentic code of popish canon law, 
which circumstance excites no moderate degree 
of astonishment i in my mind, when I reflect that 
those who had a plenary possession of all papal 
documents, could be so palpably inconsiderate 
as to exclude them altogether, without even 
retaining some inoffensive extracts, But the 
cause of their TOTAL exclusion merits the serious 
attention of every man who has any regard to 
truth or religion. 

Reader, 1 beseech you attend to the words 

of Pamelius, the popish editor of the works of 
St. Cyprian. With respect to the 75th epistle, 
note the words of this apostolic printer. Ishall 
‘set down his very words :—“ Fortassis consul- 
tius foret, nun quam editam hanc epistolam, ita 
ut putem consulto illum omisisse Manutium.” 
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‘¢ Perhaps it would have been more prudent 
that this epistle had never been published, so 
that Iwould suppose Manutius omitted. it in- 
tentionally.” 

Now it should be well known that the Manu- 
_tius alluded to was the Vatican printer of the 
new editions of books set forth by the pope of 
Rome, in conformity to the powers with which 
he was invested by the council of Trent, As 
to the indices expurgatori, or mystery of 
iniquity, we shall give a succinct account here- 
after, and in this place shall only remark, that 
poor Manutius, who wasa mere editor, acted 
advisedly when he omitted this obnoxious letter, 
being himself under the absolute controul of 
Cafdnial Borimeeus and his expurgatorial and 
inquisitorial colleagues. 

It deserves well to be remarked, that Seven 
Pamelius tolerates the appearance of the 74th 
and 75th epistles, yet he takes special care to 
disarm them of their sting, and to adapt them 
to the purposes of popery ; for he does not 
hesitate to change the words super petram 
{upon this rock) into super Petrum (upon 
Peter) i. e. he changes the very words of St, 
Matthew’s Gospel, in order toinduce people to 
believe that the church of Christ was founded 
upon St. Peter, instead of the rock of faith, 
i. e. Christ himself. | 

In the works of St. Ambrose, .a similar cor- 
ruption is made. St. Ambrose says, “ They 
have noi the inheritance of Peter who have not 


the faith (fidem) of Peter. The corrupters 
change the word fidem (faith) into sedem, (see 
or chair) and read the sentence thus: “ They 
have not the inheritance of Peter who have not 
the chair of Peter;”’ which, no doubt, is an 
easily effected, but, at the same time, a very | 
wicked corruption. 

it isa matter: worthy of observation, that, in. 
the editions of St. Cyprian which are most ap- 
proved of by Binnius and Barenius, eight or 
mine chapters are omitted ; and the Cambron 
edition not only omits the whole clause, in the 
treatise on the unity of the church, which states 
that all the apostles were endowed with an 
equal fellowship, both of honor and power, but 
actually inserts “ The primacy ts given to Pe- 
ter,” instead of the words “ But the beginning 
proceeds from unity.” 

Even the very learned Dupin, beyond what 
ene could well expect, considering the dan- 
gerous delicacy of the matter, and the great 
penis with which he was environed, and vba 
with difficulty, he escaped at the expence of a_ 
retractation, as happened also to Richerius for 
expressing himself too candidly, i. e. honestly, 
in his works—I say, that even Dupin, (ec. hist. 
p. 295) when speaking of the various editions 
of St. Ambrose, furnishes some very strong and 
valid objections against the Roman editors and 
their editions. He informs us, ‘ That the 
Roman correctors took the liberty of chang- 
ing, of cutting off, and of adding what they 
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thought fit, though they had no authority 
from any ancient manuscript. They went 
so far that they did not content themselves 
with changing those terms which appeared to 
them harsh, and substituting others according to 
their fancy, but they also blotted out, or added 
Whole lines and sentences, which made a _ per- 
fectly new sense, and quite different from the 
author’s, as may be seen by comparing the an- 
cient editions with the Roman.” He further 
adds, “ ‘That they transposed the order of the 
books—in a word, by too much refining they 
have corrupted ail:” It was therefore no diffi- 
cult matter for such editors to change the word 
*« fidem”’ into “ sedem,” “ faith” into “a chair :” 
also, when speaking of the edition ot Cyprian 
published by Pamelius, he makes a remark in 
these words: “ He (Pamelius) likewise wrote 
St. Cyprian’s life, and has made copious obser- 
vations on his author, in which he applies him- 
self rather to confirm the doctrine and disci- 
pline of our times than to explain the difficul- 
ties of his author.” (p. 133, new ec. hist.) 

‘Even Manutius, the vatican printer, in his 
epistle to Pope Pius FV. (lib. 8) informs us, that 
the pope directed him to print “ The works of 
the fathers perfectly correct and purged from 
all spots by which the minds of the simple might 
be infected.” This, of itself, supplies a satis- 
factory reason why he omitted the 74th and 
75th epistles of St. Cyprian, as being too strong 
and too decidedly hostile to papal pretensions 
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to “ infect the minds of the simple.” 

_ Let us hear what the Doway doctors say upon 
a point not different from the present in quality 
or character, and perhaps the notions of these 
learned doctors may throw a little light upou 
the merits of the case, and teach us to know 
after what emendations an objectionable book 
may be safely printed : (vide Ind. expurg. B. 
p- 11, concerning a book published by one 
Bertram.) - 

“ Although we make no great account of this 
book, and therefore Sei not much care it 
eihes it were no where extant, or were utterly 
lost ; yet, seeing that it hath already been often- 
times reprinted, and hath been read of most 
men; seeing also the heretics do know of the 
prohibition thereof, by divers catalogues, and 
that he was a Catholie priest and monk of the 
abbey of Corbei, and was well beloved and re- 
verenced, not so much of Carolus magnus as of 
Carolus calvus, and doth help the story of that — 
age; and seeing that, in other Catholic ancient 
writers, we hear very many errors, and extenw- 
ate them, excuse them, and, very often, by de- 
vising some pretty shift, we deny them, and 
do feign some commodious sense unto Ps 
when they are opposed against us in disputa- 
tions, or in conflicts with adversaries: We do 
not see why Bertram doth not deserve the same 
equity and diligent recognition, lest the here- 
tics should jangle against us, that we burn up 
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and prohibit antiquity, which maketh for theni 
when we Catholics do so unreverently hiss out 
and destroy antiquity, which but in shew dis- 
senteth from us.” (Fulke, Annot. on the Rhe- 
mish Testament.) 

Assuming the above quotation as true, until 
the contrary be proved, we will leave it [penes 
auctorem] to speak for itself; it certainly affords 
a pretty specimen of the ethics of those gentle- 
men, as far as ancient books are concerned, and 
proves that no reliance can be placed on any of 
the modern editions of ancient books published 
by Papists. 

As to the ancient manuscript copies of St: 
Cyprian, Doctor James, of Oxford, informs us 
that he consulted eight very ancient manu- 
scripts, in none of which was there found one 
word of the interpolated passages: For my 
own part, Lam not aware that Papists pretend 
to produce any ancient copy in which the sen- 
tences avered to be interpolations are read, 
except two—-the Cambron copy and that of 
Bavaria, introduced to sustain the other; but 
both these copies contain too many internal 
proofs of their unsound constitution, as well as of 
their spurious origin, to be entitled to any re- 
spect in the present times; even Pamelius, the 
pope’s printer, admits, that in nine or ten ma- 
nuscripts, used by him in printing St. Cyprian; 
the sentences affirmed by Protestants to be in- 
terpolations were found only in one, which was 
discovered in an old abbey at Cambron : [abba~ 
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tia Cambronensis in Hannonia omnium opti 
mus. | 

Now this [omnium optimus] best of all copies 
happens to leave out the most important passa- 
ges of St. Cyprian’s work, which passages are 
to be found in all the other editions approved 
of by Papists. The great excellence of this 
Cambron copy appears to consist in this single 
circumstance, that it contains all those senten- 
ces which, if legitimate, would prove that St. 
Cyprian certainly entertained the doctrine of 
Peter’s primacy, his superiority over all the 
other apostles, the existence of one chair, Kc. 
which we have already shewn to be in open 
contradiction to the genuine doctrine of St. 
Cyprian. 

Gretzer, the Jesuit, (lib. 2, de jure et more 
prohib.) tells us that he happened upon a writ- _ 
ten copy of St. Cyprian, in parchment, but the 
same Jesuit afterwards informs us that this most 
ancient copy, though it differed in the words 
and in the order of the sentences from the edi- 
tion published by Pamelius, yet it coincided 
most minutely in the sense with the Cambron 
copy, published by Pamelius. Tais agreement 
is not extraordinary, for both had the same end 
in view—the support of papal prerogative under 
all circumstances ; and these are the two copies 
which are brought to sustain the tottering cre- 
dit of the Roman edition of St. Cyprian. 

It should be remarked, that, of the eight 
manuscript copies examined by Doctor James, 
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two seemed to be more modern than the others, 
but both written in diag ; one of them even at 
Vlorence, at the pope’s door, and even this con- 
tained not one single sentence of those objected’ 
against by Doe Since then Papists can at 
present, or rather hitherto have never produced 
any opposite authority to the Protestant ma- 
nuscripts except those two mentioned, the Cam- 
bron and Bavarian, we must call upon them to 
produce better authorities, if they have such in 
their Vatican, Sfortian, Florentine, or Venetian 
libraries. 

As to the best printed edition of St. Cyprian, 
I beg leave to refer the reader to the English 
edition published at Oxford, of which edition 
Dupin says, “It is more correct, exact, and 
larger than any of the former.” 

We must now hasten to the Index Expurga- 
torius, 


SECTION II. 
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Dhis section contains a brief exposure of the 
Indices Expurgatori, commonly called 
the Mystery of Iniquity. ) 


From the history of the council of Trent we 
learn, that the fathers of that council having 
proceeded a certain length in forming an Index 
of all books, whether written by friends or 
enemies, that should be either suppressed en- 
tirely, or published after a certain correction, 
thought fit finally to refer the whole matter to 
the pope, at his leisure, who, by a bull, bearing 
date March 24, 1564, published said Index, 
with certain rules of his own, to which Index 
and rules we find that pope Sixtus V. made ad- 
ditions. | 

These Indices Expurgatorii were compiled 
by a commission issuing from the pope himself, 
according to what had been ordained by the 
council of Trent, and authorised by a_ bull, 
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with the assistance and direction of lords ine 
quisitors, aided and assisted by the secular 
power. This commission, constituted by the 
pope, consisted of, Ist, certain cardinals—2d, 
general inquisitors—3d, the master of the sacred 
palace ; and these general inquisitors had under 
them special inquisitors in every diocese, with 
deputies, commissioners, notaries, &c. &c. 

The business of all was to take care that 
nothing contrary to the Roman faith or discip- 
line, as established by the council of Trent, 
should be spoken, taught, published secretly 
or openly, in writing, print, or otherwise ; and 
that the offenders, of whatsoever kind, degree, 
or prerogative, &c, should be noted by the 
inquisitors with loss of goods, states, dignities, 
even lives, if deemed necessary ; all being ac- 
companied by a bull e cathedra. 

After Sixtus, we find that Clement VIII, 
resumed the Index, and appointed some of the 
gravest cardinals, with some of the most learned 
doctors, to superintend the prohibitionand pur- 
gation of books. It appears that the extent of 
the powers with which those inquisitors were 
invested, was indefinite. They could add to, 
or take from any book whatever, or absolutely 
prohibit its publication. They could not only 
change the words, but the very meaning and 
sense of the authors. Inshort, no book was to 
be published, in Hebrew, Chaldee, Greek, 
Latin, &c. without the positive permission of 
those commissioners. They could not only cor- 
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reet the Greek and Latin fathers, but the very 
scriptures themselves ; as far at least as to give 
any meaning they pleased to the texts of 
sacred scripture ; and this purgation was not 
limited to printed books, but extended alsu to 
ail manuscript copies. 

To this mysterious book, called the Index 
Eepurgatorius, though changing every day, 
the chief divines even had not free access, it 
being 1 reserved exclusively for the eyes of the 
papal inquisitors. For the divines of Bordeaux 
rejected the Index published at Antwerp, which 
shews that this book of Arcana was not con- 
fided toall, Even the inquisitors of different 
countries have differed among themselves ; for 
the inquisitor at Naples, Gregory Capuchinus, 
rejected the Index of Spain, by Gasper Quiro- 
ga;and so very subject to metamorphosis is tltis 
tales that the man who has been himself a 
chief inquisitor, in the publication ¢ of one edi- 
tion, may, in the revolution of circumpherent 
events, find that his own works will not escape 
this purgatorial ordeal, whether of fire, water, 
or ink, &e. &c. 

Of this we have a striking instance in the 
case of Arias Montanus, who was chief inquisi- 
tor of the Netherlands, as appears from the 
preface to the Antwerp Index Expurgatorius ; _ 
for his own works have been purged and re- 
purged in the Index Romanus (p. 39.), because 
indeed he was so honest and so conscientious, 
as to expressan opinion of canonical books 
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contrary to the dogma of Trent, and coincided 
with Protestants in their canon. The cunning 
proviso of the inquisitors gives great latitude to 
future emendations, as circumstances may vary 
or change. 

As a specimen :—“ I, A. B., inquisitor of 

C.D., do say, that this book, by. me corrected, 
may be tolerated and read, until such times es 
it shatl be thought worthy of further eorrec- 
tion.” 

Ht is, therefore, no great wonder that this 
book called the Index Expurgatorius, should 
have been denominated the Mystery of Iniquity, 
as by it no young student of Roman divinity 
is permitted to read any work, whether of 
ancient fathers, er even the seriptures, unless 
they come out of this purgatorial laboratory, 
and then they appear divested of every thing 
that seemed to make directly or indirectly 
against the doctrines or discipline of popery.— 
Above all, the students are not permitted te 
read any Protestant books of controversy, nor 
many works of their own doctors, who happened 
to entertain opinions unfavourable to the new 
dogmas of Rome, lest their eyes might be 
opened, and that seeing on which side truth lay, 
they would abandon their former spiritual 
guides, and become Protestants. To me it ap-. 
pears impossible that any man of a candid and 
ingenuous mind, who, with a free and un- 
biassed judgment, will fairly examine the serip-. 
ture oracles of truth, could centinue for twenty- 
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four hours enslaved to Rome and her errors.— 
Hence the cunning methods devised by the 
authors of this diabolical Index Expurgatorius, 
to stop up every avenue by which the minds of 
the junior students in divinity might have a 
clear view of the unpolluted fountains of re- 
vealed truth ; and as to the laity, the scrip- 
tures have been kept, by the highest authority, 
hermetically sealed up from them, so that none 
except the refractory could have the opportu- 
nity of informing themselves of the real state 
of the case, as, by the decrees of the councils 
of Rome, the laity are strictly prohibited from 
reading the sacred scriptures, unless furnished 
with a special licence from their bishops, under 
pain of excommunication. Hence a general 
reformation in religion is almost hopeless, on 
account of the numerous impediments thrown 
in the way of free investigation, from which it 
happens that Romanists sink into habits of in- 
difference and acquiescence, and place implicit 
reliance in their priests, as to every ordinance, 
whether of faith, doctrine, or discipline. It 
is, therefore, not to be wondered at,should prin- 
ciples of the grossest bigotry and superstition 
be generated in the minds of the unlearned, 
even those whose minds are highly cultivated 
become either quite indifferent from non-en- 
quiry into religious matters, or what is still 
worse, being disgusted with the absurdities of 
popery,are seized with an apathy to all religion, 
and are exposed to the danger of becoming — 
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Deists, which isa most unhappy result. It cans 
not be reasonably expected that such having 
unshackled their minds from the trammels of 
popish error, would, all at once, embrace thé 
simple, pure; and rational religion of Protest- 
ants, on account of family pride, false shame, 
and the calumnies and vituperations with 
which they are daringly assailed whenever they 
wish to conform and espouse the pure and spi- 
ritual religion of Protestants. 

A striking instance of this has been men- 
tioned to me lately by an intelligent friend, who 
stated that a certain young Roman Catholic of 
one of the learned professions, and whose mind 
was highly cultivated, when asked how any 
one so enlightened could bring himself to be- 
lieve and digest the gross absurdities of transub- 
stantiation ? answered—that he might as well 
entertain the belief of transubstantiation as of 
the incarnation, both being, as he conceived, 
equally inconsistent with reason. This is a de- 
monstrative proof that this young gentleman 
never applied his own mind to an accurate 
study of the sacred volume ; for if he had, his 
own judgment would have soon taught and 
convinced him that the two propositions are toto 
ceelo different ; the one being above reason, but | 
conformable to it, and, therefore, when re- 
vealed, a proper object of faith; but the other 
as contrary to reason, contrary to the doctrines 
of revelation, and involving endless contra- 
dictions, cannot be an dbjest of faith, but of 
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superstition. It is impossible to conceive that 
the Deity would convey to us by revelation the 
knowledge of a proposition which was contra- 
dictory to our reason, and subversive of the 
evidence of our senses, the two natural chan- 
nels through which he communicates with his 
creatures; for to do this would involve a con- 
tradiction, as the Deity never does any thing in 
vain, 

It must appear contrary to the attributes of 
an omniscient being, first to plant in his crea- 
tures the reasoning faculties of intelleet, and 
the organs of sense, and then reveal to thema 
propesition contrary to the evidence of both. 
The thing is impossible. 

Now the creation of the world is a proposi- 
tion above our reason, but not inconsistent with, 
or contrary to it, amd being made known to us 
by revelation, as well as the incarnation—they 
both equally demand the assent of Reason, 
which assent transubstantiation never can claim, 
because this doctrine requires us to give up the 
evidence of our senses; and whatever rejects 
the evidence of sense rejects also the evidence 
which miracles afford to christianity, and, there-_ 
fore, would ultimately terminate in the rejec- 
tion of christianity itself. The abettors of this. 
doctrine seem not to be aware of its evil con- 
sequences. To the Jew it will render chris- 
tianity odious, and never can convince the Deist ; 
on the contrary, it is. very likely to make all 
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men Deists, upon whom such an irrational pro- 
position would be imposed. 

_ That we cannot comprehend the manner of 
creation is no argument against the truth of this 
revealed proposition, because it is neither con- 
trary to reason nor the evidence of sense. That 
the principle of vegetative life brings into a 
new state of existence the seeds which are sown 
in the ground, is most true, we know from ex- 
perience; but of the manner how (the modus 
operandi) we are a; ignorant as we are of the 
manner of creation: the one we know from 
the evidence of our own experience ; the other 
we know by a rational faith, founded on the 
evidence of revelation. Did our experience 
not extend beyond the present moment, both 
propositions would then appear equally incom- 
prehensible. It therefore follows, that though 
some of the revelations of the Deity, which are 
written down in the sacred scriptures by in- 
spired teachers, may transcend the powers of 
reason, yet, as they are as consistent with rea- 
son as several phenomena in the natural world, 
the one class of propositions are to be received 
with as firm a conviction of their truth as the 
other. 

On the contrary, the doctrine which affirms 
that bread and wine, which are natural objects’ 
of sense, are, by the words of a mere man, 
transubstantiated into the real flesh and blood 
of Christ, and, moreover, accompanied with 
his soul and divinity, though the elements 


100 


themselves retain their form and figure with all 
their other sensible qualities. | 

I say that such a doctrine, being contrary to 
the evidence of sense, subversive of reason, 
as well as incompatible with the attributes of. 
the Deity, ought to be rejected, not merely as 
absurd, but absolutely impious. 

But to return from this digression, to the 
Index Expurgatorius, we learn from Gretzer 
(de Jure et more prohib. lib. 2.) that “The 
works of the fathers, as fathers, need no pur- 
gation ; but, considered as sons, their works 
may be corrected by the church ;”’ meaning the 
Roman church, their mother, which, in this 
case, must be considered as a kind of posthu- 
mous parent, i. e, a parent born posterior to her 
children, for none will grant that the modern 
church of Rome, so very unlike in her doctrine 
and discipline, can be identical with the true 
parent church founded at Jerusalem by the 
apostles. 

The inquisitors, cardinal Borimeus, Montal- 
to, afterwards pope Sixtus V. &e. all admit, 
that they purged Cyprian, Ambrose, and even 
pope Gregory, of many spots, &c. thrust in, 
say they, by heretics to infect the minds of the 
simple. In fact those inquisitors actually blot- 
ted out, or omitted, all those sentences in these 
authors works, which stood in honest array 
against the prerogatives and usurpations of 
Rome, and in many parts changed one word for 
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another, and interpolated whatever they pleas- 
ed without any warrant of ancient copies. 

We have already sufficiently exposed the 
corruptions made in St. Cyprian’s treatise on 
the Unity of the Church. In St. Ambrose the 
word (fidem,) faith, has been changed into 
(sedem,) seat or chair. The sentence, in the 
most ancient manuscript copies, which were in 
England before the conquest (and, consequeni- 
ly, before Wickliff, or any other reformer could 
make any change in the words) runs thus: 
“ Non habent Petri hzreditatem qui fidem Pe- 
tri non habent.” “They have not the inherit- 
ance of Peter, who have not the faith of Peter.” 
This sentence is plain and expressive, besides, 
the doctrine is worthy of St. Ambrose; but the 
sentence, when corrupted, is unworthy of the 
saint, and disgraceful to those concerned :— 
“They have not the inheritance of Peter, who 
have not the chair of Peter.” 

In the Index published at Rome A.D. 1607, 
(tom. i.) by the authority of Fr. Jo. Maria, 
master of the sacred palace, we are told that 
fifty books, in particular, are amended for the 
use and benefit of the studious in divinity. In 
short, all passages which oppugn the authority 
of the Roman see, idolatry, purgatory, primacy, 
supremacy over kings, &c. are omitted. No 
wonder then that young students find so little in 
these amended works to contradict the dogmas 
and definitions of Rome. 
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The inquisitors, on their parts, declare what 
they have actually done: | 

First, They have explained obscure passages, 

Second, Supplied defects. 

Third, Rejected additions, 

Fourth, Restored unto their proper places 
whatever had been transposed. 

Fifth, They have corrected what had been 
corrupted. 

Sixth, They made all things sayeur of the 
phraseclogy of the author. 

Seventh, They have studiously lopt off sup- 
positious parts. —-(Ep, Fel. Card. de Montalto, 
ad Greg. p. 13, tom I, operum, “Ambrosii Ep, 
F. P. Toss, Epis, Vee pref. tom. 1, Greg. 
et ad Card. Borim. ante opera Cypriani.) 

They further state, that they have compared 
sundry manuscripts, (but omit to mention how 
many, or where they might be inspected,) and 
that they have ser ied the authorities with 
Gratian, Aquinas, and Peter Lombard ; (all 
staunch friends) and, finally, that they roferr ed 
all to the supreme Sudge of controversies, 1. e. 
to the pope, in which case we may rest assured, 
that nothing prejudicial to the interests of this 
supreme judge would be permitted to see the 
light, or come forth from the Vatican press, 
under the direction of those papal inquisitors: 

Doctor James, of Oxford, has asserted, on 
Roman authority, that in the Vatican library 
there were certain men employed, whose sole 
business it was to transcribe the acts of councils, 
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the works of the fathers, &c. and to make a 
kind of fac simile of the ancient manuscripts, 
in which they added to, or subtracted from, as 
well as made changes in the originals, under 
the direction of the pope and his inquisitors.— 
If this be true, itis no wonder that the loudest 
complaints have been heard against the depra- 
vations of every important document in the 
libraries of Rome, &e. &c. 

That the foregoing imputation is a truth, and 
no Protestant Ay ect I entertain no doubt, 
for this reason, that Protestants are not the only 
complainants. That very learned, and very 
excellent man, Richerius, (Hist. Con. Gen. 
I. 1, p. 36,) when speaking of the spurious. 
epistle from the couneil of Nice to pope Syl- 
vester, says, “ Lam, indeed, with the greatest 
vexation of mind, compelled to say, that there 
are no books extant in which so many and so 
great fictions and adulterations are read as in 
the tomes of the councils,’ —totantaque fictitia 
et adulterina scripta, &c. 

Idem (1. 4, part 2.) “ From which it is evi- 
dent, that it is the determination of the Roman 
senate to blot out and suppress those acts which 
oppose their usurped privileges ; and hence it 
comes to pass, that some apochryphal things 

are read as true, even in. the ancient councils.” 
Now if a writer in communion with Rome, with 
the terrors of the Inquisition before his eyes, 
-could speak out so plainly of the corruptions 
of Rome, what would he not have said, if 
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Englishman. 

That the allusion to the terrors of the In- 
quisition is not a creature of fancy, the chime- 
ra of Protestant imagination, appears from the 
cruel treatment experienced by this good man 
and candid historian, as far as he possibly could, 
With any safety to his person. And this treat- 
ment supplies a melancholy proof of the un- 
warrantable means taken by the court of Rome, 
to suppress the publication of every thing op- 
posed to the prerogatives of the papal see. It 
isan attested fact, that the pope promised a 
eardinal’s hat to the son of the Duke of Esper- 
tion, if Richerius were delivered up to the In- 
quisition. The Duke performed his part, and 
threw him into prison, but the whole University 
of Paris interceded with the Parliament for 
their great doctor, and procured his liberation. 

When the great cardinal Richlieu requested 
a similar favour from pope Urban VIII. the 
price set upon it was the retraction of Riche- 
rius, whose book (de Ecc. et politica potestate) 
was obnoxious to the court of Rome. The 
method said to be practised on the occasion was 
cruel and nefarious, and literally cost the old 
man his life. The apostolic notary came to 
Paris, and gained over F. Joseph, a Capuchin, 
the don teat and man of business to Richerius. 
A doctor of the Sarbonne was sent to Riche- 
rius, who artfully inveigled him to the house of 
F. Joseph, when certain ruffiaus, at the point 
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of the dagger, threatened to take away his lifé 
if he did not instantly sign a formal retraction, 
ready drawn up and presented to him. The 
deed was doe, but the old man did not survive 
the disgrace, as he- died the same night.— 
(Claud. ,Barthol. Morisch. Epis. ad Carelum. 
infin. Vind. Doctrin. Rich. |. 4. p. 100.) 
According to a report published in London, 
‘it is believed that the celebrated Launoy, for 
similar conduct, experienced a similar fate. 

It is even 2 matter of wonder that we have so 
many authorities for the corruption of authors : 
by the court of Rome. 

Dupin, in his new Ecclesiastical History; 
page 295, expresses himself in strong terms 
against the expensive Roman edition of St. 
Ambrose; published in the pontificate of pope 
Sixtus V. A. D. 1587. 

He says, “ This edition has many defects, 
which disfigure it: The first and most import- 
aut is, that the Roman correctors took the 
liberty to change, lop off, and add, whatever 
_ they thought fit; though they had no ground 
to do so from the authority of any manuscript. 
In a word, by too much reforming, they have 
corrupted all.” <‘‘ There are some pieces (he 
says) left among the genuine works of Saint 
Ambrose, Lt os forgery is so manifest, that 
they (the Roman correctors) cannut be par- 
doned.” 7 

Seven long years were spent in publishing at 
Rome, the works of St. Ambrose, which long 
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delay may account for the great discrepancy 
between that edition and the one published at 
Paris. The sermon, which is the third in the 
Roman edition, is the twenty-ninth in that of 
Paris, and that which is the twentieth in the 
Roman is the second in the Parisian ; the same 
thing also happens with respect to the epistles. 

The bible itself has not escaped ; for in that 
published by R. Stephen, in the gloss on Gen. 
chap. 15, v. 6, the words “ fide justus,”’ justified 
by faith, are ordered to be blotted out by the. 
Roman Index, p. 48, deleatur illud Abraham 
fide justus. And in Leviticus, c. 26, v. 1, the 
gloss inthe margin had transcribed. from the 
text itself the words “ sculptilia prohibet fieri,” 
God forbids graven things (images) to be made. 
The Roman Index, p. 48, commands “ deleatur 
illud sculptilia prohibet fieri,” let the words 
“ he forbids graven things (images) to be made” 
be blotted out. 

I Kings, (Samuel) chap. 7, v. 3, “ LH 
your hearts unto the Lord and serve him only,” 
in the margin the words “ serviendum soli Deo,” 
“we ought to serve God alone,” are ordered to 
be hiotied out. Rom. Index, p. 50. 

Heb. chap. 10, Where St. Paul, tn confor- 
mity to the language of the psalms, makes 
‘* Christ the sacrifice for sin;”’ the words “ Chris- - 
tus hostia pro peccatis” are to be blotted out of 
the margin. Rom. Index, p. 53. 

In another place, respecting the mystical and 
spiritual receiving of the body of Christ in the 
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eucharist, defended by Olympiodorus, (¢. 9; 
co. 617) the index commands not only to blot 
out the words “ mystica corporis participatio,” — 
“the mystical participation of the body,” but to 
insert the direct opposite,  nedum mystice, 
sed vere et realiter ipsum Christi corpus in eu- 
charistid participiamus,” “by no means mysti- 
cally, but truly and in reality, we participate 
of the very body of Christ in the eucharist,”’ 
Pan 


Likewise in Philo Carpathius, col. 720, the. 


index commands to blot out the note, “The 
church possesses the mystical food of Christ’s 
body,” and to write the direct contrary in its 
place; “ The true body of Christ is in reality 
given to the church for food.” 

If such an unbridled licence as the above 
were granted to Roman depravators we would 
soon have no authorities to oppose to their 
erroneous doctrines, and all men would then 
be obliged to acquiesce in the sentences and 
feat aoe of Rome, 

The Index Romanus contains so many cor- 
rections of the second edition of Binnius’ library 
of the ancient fathers, that they make a large 
volume of themselves; (vide Ind. Rom. p. 63) 
of these corrections let a very few suffice: 

Theodorus Buchares, bishop of Caria, though 
sainted by Binnius in his second edition, is un- 
sainted in the third, and corrected in three 
places by the Ind. Rom, p. 186. 
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St. Adelman, according to the second edition 
of Binnius, is unsainted by the Roman inqui- 
sitors, and his iets on the eucharist is cor- 
rected in three places, p. 125. This epistle 
accounts very well for the loss of his saintship. 

St. Alcuin, the pupil of the venerable Bede, 
and master of Rabanus Maurus, wrote three 
‘books on the Trinity; he is also unsainted by- 
the inquisitors, and his book purged, p. 129. 

Anastatius, bishop of Nice, ‘published aa 
answer to some questions proposed to him by 
some orthodox christians ; this answer is cor- 
rected, both in the text and gloss, by the Spa- 
nish Index, in five places, p. 20; and by the 
Roman Index, p. 66, in twenty-four places. 

Theod, Balsamon, patriarch of Antioch, wrote 
many commentaries on the works of the fathers, 
which are extant in the second edition of the 
< Biblioth. sen. patrum;” these are left out in 
the last edition, published at Paris. 

St. Basil, bishop of Caesarea, published a pro- 
per liturgy, which has been corrupted by two 
false glosses in the Rom. Index, p. 213. 

Even Cardinal Bellarmine was ‘obliged to 
retract the first edition of his own works, as ap- 
pears from his book of. recognitions; in short, 
Bellarmine appeared willing to Pauiaee, change, 
add, or subtract, just as much as his masters, iis 
inquisitors, pleased, 

~ Baronius also was obliged to lay aside the first 
editicn of his martyrology, and to substitute a 
new and improved edition, according to the 
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index, as being better adapted and more appro- 
priate to the state of the church. 

Bertram, a priest of France, A. D. 810, in the 
time of Ciswd leek Calvus, wrote a treatise on the 
eucharist, the reading of which has been totally | 
prohibited by Clement Vill. unless with an 
intention of refuting iis errors. The divines of 
Doway correct it hid read invisibly for visibly, 
(vide Fulke in locum.) 

The bible which was printed at Lyons A. D. 
1567, (apud Jo. Tornesium) has been purged in 
its preface, or summary of the bible; and at the 
_ end is deprived of its entire index and sentences 
of scripture. Spanish Index, p. 16. 

The breviary of the Cystertian monks has been 
greatly purged, aud reprinted at Paris A. D. 
1575. Possevin says it was not perfect in the 
Catholic faith, which proves that old popery 
was very different from modern popery. 

The work of Vittor. Brigant. on the Virgin 
of Loretto has been called in, Rom. Ind. p. 735, 
for which recall we may ihn the reformation. 

Paulinus, bishop of Nola, in his eleventh epis- 
tle concerning the wood of the cross, thus 
writes: “It hath such an incorruptible virtue, 
that it sustains no diminution, but continues as 
if it had never been touched, though men are 
daily taking a part of it.” 

This superstitious epistle, though it had 
passed off very well for a long time, yet became 
too gross to be swallowed at the reformation, in 
consequence of which, its former abettors di- 
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rected, in their Index Expurgatorius, begun at 
Trent, that this epistle should be left out of his 
works. 

Nie. ab veilis, bishop of Thessalonica, wrote 
(A. D. 1,300) an interpretation of the divine 
sacrifice, out of which the Index of Spain takes 
twenty-nine or thirty chapters ; and the Index 
Romanus changes the text in four or five places 
into the direct opposite, Another work, by 
the same author, is totally prohibited. Now lI 
cannot see by what right or title any denomina- 
tion of men can presume to take such a liberty 
with the books of ancient writers, mere!y be- 
eause they happened to think differently from 
the modern church of Rome. , 

In the edition of Isidore Hispalis, published 
at Basil A, D. 1557, (lib. 20, Origin) is also 
prohibited. From this we may conclude that 
he was a very different person from the pseudo 
Isidore, who published the collection of forge- 
ries, 

Melchior Canus,a Roman writer, experienced 
the same treatment for his work (de Loeis. 
Theol, A. D. 1564) is prohibited. 

The works of Aineas Sylvius are interdicted, 
at least so many of them as were published be- 
fore he wes elected pope. But the moment 
he was installed he issued a bull of retractation 
of all he had written, during the existence of 
the council of Constance, against the supremacy 
of the pope, and in favor of the power of gene- 
ral councils, as supreme in the church, even sur 
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perior to that of the pope. In his bull to the 
University of Cologne, he retracts and condemns 
all he had said, written, or done at the council 
of Basil, contrary to the interest of the Roman 
see, as entirely arising from ignorance, or want 
of discernment; on which aceount every thing 
he wrote at the council has been completely 
prohibited ; because, in these works, he had 
exposed the enormous corruptions of the see 
of Rome, and strenuously urged the necessity 
of reformation in its head and members. One 
extract from his 66th epistle will suffice : 
“There is no one thing which the court of Rome 
bestows without mouey ; even the imposition of 
hands, and the gifts of the Holy Ghost, are set 
to sale there ; no remission of sins for any, ex- 
cept those who have money, (/Eneas Sylvius, 
Ep. 66.) : 

Now, though pope Pius II. may be a very 
different character from /neas Sylvius at the 
council of Basil, this can never change the na- 
ture of things, or the characteristics of truth. 
That which was true at the council, must have 
continued true after he became pope ; for truth 
is immutable and -eternal; whilst popes and 
men soon run their earthly course, and moulder | 
into dust. 
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t uust now endeavour to bring this disserta- 
tion to a conclusion, as T find it would prove an 
Augean task,an Herculean labour to expose all 
Pr hcuises: 3 for it appears that there are nearly 
200 treatises which were adopted and held to 
be good and genuine works by Rome for many 
centuries before the reformation, and for a con- 
siderable time after, which are now given up 
by the best Roman writers as rank forgeries. 

No doubt it has been objected that had these 
works been fostered and used by the church of 
Rome in proof of her doctrine and discipline, 
they would have been more perfect in their 
kind and more decisively favorable to her views 
and interests. This objection, though plausible 
and specious, is mere sophistry, for the ancient 
popery, to the meridian of which those forge- 
ries were calculated, was very different nara 
from Trent popery. 

Doctor James, of Oxford, phe of the Bel- 
lum Papale, furnishes a list of more than 300 
treatises, ail by authors in the communion of 
Rome, by popes, archbishops, bishops, cardi- 
nals, abbots, &c. which were approved of for a 
igag time, but subsequently set aside as not 
being strictly Catholic, i.e. they did not teach 
pure Roman popery. 

When such a man as Pope Gelasius did not 
escape censure, there could be no salvation for 
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ihe works of others; and Gregory de Valentia, 
one of themselves, teaches us the logic by which 
they endeavour to apologise: “ He made such 
a decree not as pope but as a private doctor.” 
(Apol. de Idol. c. 5, p. 711.) 

I shall, for the present, take my leave of 
forgeries, spurious authorities, &c. the discus- 
sion of which I deemed a necessary prepara- 
tion for that most important of all questions 
connected with popery—Was St. Peter ever 
bishop of Rome? the negative of which, I trust, 
shall be so clearly proved in the next disserta- 
tion that the key-stone of the arch on which 
popery has been erected will be removed, and. 
thereby the Babel edifice of popery, like a base- 
less fabric, will tumble down with a crash, never 
_ to rise again. 
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Tne author of the following dissertation frankly 
and honestly admits that, eighteen months ago, 
he considered the proposition which asserted 
that St. Peter never was bishop of Rome an 
absolute paradox. This he could easily prove 
by letters written to certain of his private friends 
on the subject. In fact, and in truth, he had 
been carried away, like many other Protestants, 
with the current of popular opinion, and had 
taken for granted that tradition, which has 
been received so long a time in the Roman 
_ church, as an incontrovertible and indisputable 
truth. But he now avows a total revolution in 
his sentiments on the subject ; and ¢hat, upon 
the fullest conviction, arising from a laborious 
perusal and accurate scrutiny of the sacred 
scripture, and whatever other ancient authen- 
tic documents he thought competent to throw 
light upon the subject. The investigation itself 
was occasioned by the following circumstances : 
NO. VE. 7 b 
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A certain report, which appeared in the news- 
papers, purporting to be a faithful account of 
a transaction which occurred in Galway, first 
arrested his attention. This newspaper report 
was greatly strengthened by various personal 
communications with gentlemen of the west, 
who, with one accord, stated that the Roman | 
Catholic priests,- both in Munster and Con- 
naught, were every day interfering with the 
flocks of Protestant pastors, as well in the sa- 
crament of baptism asin that of the eucharist, 
and this upon the presumptuous plea that the 
Protestant church was but a novelty, and all 
her ministers incompetent, because they did not 
derive their ecclesiastical powers from the only 
true and legitimate authority, the pope of Rome, 
who alone, as being the successor of St. Peter, 
prince of the apostles, could grant full, valid, 
and canonical qualifications to the clergy, by 
which they could forgive sins, and adequately 
fulfil the other ministerial functions. This 
state of things naturally induced him to turn 
his thoughts with intense energy to the subject, 
and to institute a most rigid enquiry into the 
fundamental principles, from which those in — 
communion with Rome arrogated to them- 
selves such very extraordinary and exclusive 
prerogatives in the ehurch of Christ. 

The chief of their fundamental principles he 
found to be these : 

First, That St. Peter possessed a primacy 


ili 
over the other apostles (jure divino) by divine 
institution. 

Secondly, That the chisel of Christ was 
founded on St, Peter, or, as they sometimes 
affirm, on the chair of Peter, and, conse- 
quently, wheever separates himself from that 
chair, puts himself out of the pale of the Ca- 
tholic church, becomes a heretic, and thereby 
forfeits salvation, without repentance and a 
speedy conversion to the true holy Roman 
Catholic church, out of the ark of which there 
is no salvation. 

Thirdly, That St. Peter, having first founded 
the: church of Antioch, continued bishop of 
that see seven years, and then transferred his 
chair to Rome, where he remained bishop until 
his death, i. e. for the space of twenty-five 
years, . 

Fourthly, That St. Peter, as s sole head of the 
Christian church, did delegate for ever to the 
bishops of Rome, his successors, the same ple- 
nitude of power which he himself had pos-_ 
sessed ; in right of which the popish priests of 
this country justify themselves for interfering 
with the flocks of Protestant pastors. 

In order to ascertain if these principles were 
really doctrinal tenets of Rome, and not mere 
pretensions of weak and ignorant bigots, he 
had recourse to such documents as seemed to 
possess the best title to authority. In this en- 
quiry he met with one which purported to be a 
Repdies! epistle from the Roman Catholic hie- 
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rarchy of Ireland, addressed to the Roman Ca- 
tholic clergy and laity of this land. In which 
address he was surprised to find the following 
words given as a quotation from St. Cyprian :—. 
* Christ has, by his divine authority, established 
one chair, and appointed one source of unity, 
in such a manner, that he who withdraws him- 
self from the chair of Peter, upon which the 
church is founded, is no longer within the 
church.” (Plowden’s Ireland, appendix, p. 24.) 
This synodical epistle astonished the author not 
a little, and, at the same time, threw great 
light upon the subject, for it clearly and dis- 
tinctly pronounces all Protestants out of the 
church, as being seceders from the chair of 
Peter, and, consequently, heretics, and, as 
such, precluded from all chance of salvation, 
so long as they continue obstinate. 

The author next took a review of the decrees 
of the council of Trent, as documents of the 
highest authority, being (according to Papists) 
Catholic: canonical, and obligatory. 

A very few of these will suffice as a speci- 
men :— 

First, The pope is Swecessor of St. Peter, and 
vicar of Jesus Christ, 

Secondly, The Roman is the holy Catholic 
church; the mother and mistress of all churches. 

Thirdly, That to her doth belong to judge 
of the true sense and interpretation of scrip- 
ture; and that the sense which she imposes musé 
be true. 
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The entire catalogue of the articles of faith, 
as defined by this council, concludes with these 
words: “ This is the Catholic faith, out of 
which there is no salvation. 

It will, no doubt, appear strange to others, 
as it did to him, that the church of Rome, not 
satisfied with the simple promulgation of these 
decrees, which were enjoined upon all under 
the penalty of Anathema, thought fit, (de novo) 
to impose the oath first olen’ by that bi- 
goted autocrat Pope Gregory VII. upon all the 
cires within her jurisdiction, or holding her 
communion ; which was done manifestly er the 
purpose of ernine the whole body of the 
clergy completely under papal domination. 
One clause of this oath runs thus: “ The holy 
apostolic, and Roman church I acknowledge 
to be the mother and mistress of all churches, 
and to the Roman pontiff, successor of St. Peter, 
prince of the apostles, vicar of Jesus Christ, 
I promise and swear true obedience. Ano- 
ther clause consists of the following words :— 
«All doctrines delivered, defined, and declared 
by the sacred canons, and by the eeperal coun- 
cils, and especially by the most holy council of 
Trent, without the smallest doubt, I receive 
and protess ; and whatsoever i Is contrary thereto, 
and all heresies, condemned, rejected, and ana- 
thematized by the church, (meaning the church 
of Rome) I equally condemn, reject, and ana- 
thematize.” 
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Conclusion—“ This true Catholic faiih, out 
af which there is no salvation, which at pre- 
sent I freely profess and sincerely hoid, J do 
promise, vow, and swear, that TI will mosé 
constantly retain, and conserve inviolably, with 
God’s heip, unto the last breath of my life,” &e. - 

Though he considered the definitions and 
decrees Beisel dies: by the council of Trent as 
the consummation of popish doctrines, yet it 
seemed but right to him to look a little farther 
back, in order to see how matters stood ante- 
eedent to this council, with respect to the pow- 
ers ascribed to the pepe more especially. To 
leave Hildebrand entirely out of the question, 
who was deposed for his extravagance, he found 
im the bull of retractations published by Aineas 
Sylvius, (Pope Pius I.) sentiments which har- 
monized with those published at Trent; for this 
pope says, “In the church militant, which re- 
sembles the church triumphant, there is one 
moderator and judge ofall, namely, the vicar of 
desus Christ, from whom, as the head, all power 
and authority over the subject members is de- 
rived, which power and authority flows imme- 
diately into him from Christ the Lord.” 

Another pope (Boniface) had declared it to 
be necessary to salvation, for every creature to 
be subject to the pope. This decree or bull is 
enrolled in the canon law, (Extrav. Com. 1. 1, 
tit. 8,c. 1) “Subesse Romano pontifici omni 
humane creature, declaramus, dicimus, defini- 
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mus, et A opaDRemus, omnino esse de necessi- 
tate salutis.” 

This extravagant decree of Pope Boniface 
VILL. was poutiacd by the Lateran council, 
held under Leo X.a few years before the coun- 
cil of Trent. (Canus Loc. 64.) 3 

The bull issued by Pope Pius V. against 
Queen Elizabeth, a few years after the council 
of Trent, breathes the same spirit: | 

« Regnans in excelsis, cui data est in ceelo, 
et in terra potestas, unam sanctam, Catholicam 
ecclesiam, extra quam nulla est salus, uni soli 
in terris, videlicet apostolorum principi Petro, 
Petrique successori, Romano pontifici, in potes- 
tatis plenitudine tradidit gubernandam,” ec. 
(Camden hist. anno 1570.) 

“¥ie who reigns on high, to whom all power 
in heaven and on earth has been given, did, 
in the plenitude of his power, deliver the go- 
vernment of the one holy Catholic church, out 
of which there is no salvation, to one alone on 
earth, namely Peter, the prince of the apostles, 
and to the Roman pene the successor of 
Peter,” &c. 

After these ae Sa he examined the opi- 
nions of the most eminent doctors, and found 
these in unison with the decrees of popish coun- 
cils and papal bulls. Bellarmine says, “ God — 
himself commanded the apostolic chair of Peter 
to be fixed at Rome”—(Deus ipse jussit Roma 
figi apostolicam Petrisedem.) In another place, 
he expresses the same sentiment (Jubente Do- 
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mino) “ The Lord commanding.” Baronius 
held the same doctrine. 

It would be endless to enumerate all the au-— 
thorities, therefore I shall only add here that 
of (Thomas contra Grecos) “ Ostenditur etiam . 
quod subesse Romano pontifici sit de necessitate 
salutis:” It is also shewn, that, “to be subject 
to the Roman pontiff is necessary to salvation.” 
1 shall only remark, that any Irishman who 
says he does not believe the foregoing doctrine 
cannot be in the communion of the church of 
Rome, i. e. he is no Roman Catholic, much less, | 
a papist; if so, why not come out from amongst. 
them and embrace the pure, spiritual, and Chris- 
tian religion of Protestants, and abandon that 
political, sophistical, and superstitious religion: 
called popery. i 

From all these authorities it was natural for 
the author to conclude that the decrees of Ro- 
man councils, bulls of popes, and opinions of 
popish doctors, had all conspired to confirm the 
- synodical epistle of his Roman Catholic coun- 
trymen. However, on reading another portion 
of Bellarmine’s works, who has been always 
considered, and justly, one of the greatest, if not 
the greatest, champion of papal supremacy, with 
all the other prerogatives claimed by Rome; 
he was astonished to find that Bellarmine had 
given up the main question, as untenable, and 
endeavoured, after all his positive argumenta- 
tion, to found the primacy of Peter, and, by 
consequence, the supremacy of the pope, upon 
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mere probability ; for, in his second book, chap- 
ter 12, section “ et quoniam,” he says, “ Non 
est improbabile, Dominum etiam aperte jussisse 
ut sedem suam Petrus ita figeret Rome, ut Ro- 
manus episcopus absolute ei succederet”’—“ It is 
not improbable that the Lord even openly com- 
manded that Peter would so fix his chair at 
Rome that a Roman bishop should absolutely 
succeed him,” Whata falling off was here ; for, 
according to this, not only Bellarmine but the 
pope’s authority by divine right, the council of 
Trent, and the Roman Catholic hierarchy of 
Ireland, all fell down, 

It was, therefore, no wonder that the author, 
whose mind was as free and unbiassed as that 
of a mathematician in the pursuit of theoretical 
truth, should be greatly astonished, and that 
he should apply himself with honest zeal to ex- 
plore every thing connected with such an im- 
portant subject. Accordingly, he first applied 
himself, with all the energy of which he was 
capable, to the study of the sacred scriptures, 
and the other documents connected with the 
subject, with a mind as unprejudiced as it was 
possible for an imperfect mortal to possess in 
such circumstances ; and the result, which he- 
firmly believes to be the real and true state of 
- the case, has been submitted to the public in 
the present series of dissertations. 

In the first dissertation he stated the result 
of his honest and laborious examination of the 
holy scriptures, touching the alleged primacy 

NO, VI. c 


x 


of Peter, and proved, to a moral demonstration, 
that no such prerogative was ever granted by 
the Messiah himself to St. Peter, or any other 
of the apostles ; on the contrary, that he left 
them all on terms of perfect equality, forbid- 
ding any one of them to call himself master. 

Mait. 23, After the Messiah. had reprobated 
the worldly vanity and presumptuous ambition 

of the Pharisees, who sit in Moses’ seat, “* Who 
~ love the uppermost rooms ay feasts, and the 
chief seats in the synagogues,” &c. he then, v 
&, says, “ But be 2 ye) not called rabbi, for one 
is your ‘master, even Christ ; and all ye are 
brethren.” ‘This is scripture demonstration, 
that no primacy was given to St. Peter by 
Christ himself ;” and, as to apostolic constitu- 
tion, it was ene proved that if any particular 
apostle possessed a presidency or primacy in 
the parent chureh, founded at Jerusalem, such 
prerogative was tacitly conferred upon St. 
James, as being the kinsman of eur Lord, ac- 
cording to the iResli: 

After having exhibited the real and true Bate 
of the case, according to the rev ealed doctrines 
of inspired scripture, it then, in his second dis- 
sertation, entered into a thorough examination 
of the authentic traditions uF the Catholic 
church from the beginning, in which he could 
find no authority whatever iat Peter’s s primacy, 
or the pope’s supremacy, or, in short, for any 
one of those im portant prerogatives claimed by 
the church of Rome, but denied by Protest- 

ants. 
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He next examined the question of canonical 
scripture, and found that Romanists have set 
up their new code of ¢anonical scripture in di- 
rect opposition to the legitimate authority of all 
antiquity ; and, what was still worse, have 
most hereticully raised tradition to the level of 
inspired scripture, commanding both to be re- 
ceived “ With equal pious affection and vene- 
ration,” because, as it may be presumed, tradition 
was deemed the only instrument by which their 
erroneous doctrines could be supported ; ca- 
nonica] scripture failing them, apochryphal 
books and human traditions were their only 
resource, 

In the fifth dissertation it.is clearly proved 
that the genuine canons of the early Gicume- 
nical councils speak the same language which 
the sacred scriptures taught, and give no coun- 
tenance whatever to the pretended supremacy 
of the bishop of Rome over the universal 
church. 

In the sixth canon of the first council of 
Nice, held under Constantine the Great A. D. 
325, it is ordered, “That the ancient customs 
in Egypt, Lybia, and Africa, should be ob- 
served, so that the bishop of Alexandria have 
dominion over all these, since that a similar 
custom (ctm%er trv) prevails with the bishop in 
or at Rome (7 Pown) ; and in like manner with 
respect to Antioch, and in the other. provinces, 
let their privileges be maintained.” (re rescSus 
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— gw'Geobu) This canon surely makes no provision 
for the supremacy of the see of Rome, nor does 
it give any intimation whatever of the pretended 
primacy of St. Peter; on the contrary, it not 
only limits and circumscribes, but confirms and 
secures the ancient privileges of every provin- 
cial church and diocese, as they were enjoyed 
by the bishop in Rome, then the sole im- 
perial see. But in the third canon of the 
council held at Constantinople A. D. 381, 
one hundred and fifty fathers being present, it 
was ordained that ‘‘ The bishop of Constantino- 
ple should possess the pre-eminence of honor 
(ra meeGua ro rune) next after the bishop of Rome, 
because that tt is new Rome.” This was clearly 
an innovation, for the see of Alexandria held 
the second place in rank next to the see of 
Rome in 325; and it clearly proves that rank, 
honor, or precedency depended entirely on the 
political dignity of each particular city. This 
will still appear more manifest from the twenty- 
eighth canon of the council of Chalcedon, held 
A. D. 451, six hundred and thirty fathers being 
present. This twenty-eighth canon runs thus: 

“¢ We, following the decrees of the holy fathers 
every where, ane approving of the canon just 
read, (meaning the former canon of the council 
held at Constantinople) made by one hundred 
and fifty most pious bishops, do also determine 
and decree the same things concerning the pre- 
eminence of that most holy church of Constan- 
tinople, new Rome. For indeed the fathers 
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conferred pre-eminence on the throne of elder 
Rome, (rcCvrecae Po'unc) because that city pos- 
sessed imperial power. And those one hun- 
dred and fifty most pious bishops, influenced 
by the same consideration, did confer on the 
throne of new Rome (Constantinople) equal | 
pre-eminence, (privileges of rank) rightly 
judging that the city which is honored with 
the imperial government and senate should en- 
joy equal privileges with Rome, the more an- 
cient queen,” &e. | 

From the foregoing canons it is as clear as 
demonstration, that there was nothing of diviue 
institution in any of the regulations concerning 
rank or precedence of particular sees: if any 
divine ordinance had been known to those six 
hundred and thirty holy fathers, it would not 
be said in their canon, that the fathers con- 
ferred that which was enjoyed by divine right. 

The very revolutions in rank of the various 
sees prove that political dignity, not any divine 
right, conferred honor and precedence on par- 
ticular churches. | 

The parent church, founded at Jerusalem by 
all the apostles, indisputably enjoyed the first 
and highest rank ; but after the destruction 
of the city itself, by the emperor Titus, and the 
transfer of the seat of Roman government to 
Cesarea, the political importance of Jerusalem, 
asa city, was lost. Hence, after the council of 
Nice, the commonwealth of the church was di- 
vided according to the political divisions of the 
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empire, into four patriarchates, which took rank 
according to the importance of the provincial 
cities: the Roman or western patriarchate held 
the first rank, as being the imperial see, and 
the see of Alexandria was ranked the second 
in order, though originally the church of Anti- 
och and Jerusalem were superior. Hence, it 
is evident, that since the decrees of councils and 
reasons of state could divest Jerusalem of her 
primitive prerogative of rank and precedence, 
such ecclesiastical constitution must be derived 
from human or political considerations, founded 
on the relative importance of the respective 
cities or sees throughout the empire. The con- 
duct of subsequent councils establishes this 
reasoning beyond the reach of controversy ; for 
after the city of Constantinople was made the 
seat of empire in the east, we find that this see 
obtained the second place of rank, in preju- 
dice of the other three eastern patriarchates ; 
and, not satisfied with simple equality, the pa- 
triarch of Constantinople aspired to the title. of 
universal bishop or patriach, which was actually 
conferred on him bya decree of council, and 
ratified by the laws of the empire. We learn 
also that after the emperor, with the court and 
senate, had settled at Constantinople or new 
Rome, and the. exarch or imperial governor 
in lialy had removed the seat of government 
from old Rome to Ravenna, the bishop of Ra- 
venna claimed the primacy in Italy. on the 
ground that primacy in the church always ac- 
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companied the imperial government; and Aine- 
as Sylvius (Pope Pius Il.) assures us that “ be- 
fore the emperor became a Christian little 
respect was shewn to the bishop of Rome ;” 
but, after this event, which happened about 
the year 312, the church of Rome, all at once, 
shone forth with unrivalled lustre in a poli- 
tical sense only, for many churches, both in 
the east and west, and also in Africa, under 
Saints Cyprian and Austin, surpassed the church 
of Rome in literary eminence as well as in 
religious sanctity. It must therefore appear 
most preposterous to talk of the divine right 
of supremacy ;—besides, the church at Jerusa- 
lem had not only for 10 years before the time 
that papists pretend St. Peter came to Rome, 
flourished herself, but had founded a great 
number of minor churches, under her auspices, 
throughout Judea and anal and also at 
rh. in Syria; at Conse in Cilicia ; 

and in various other régions through the nor- 
thern parts of Asia Riis and all hig before 
it is even pretended that St. Peter came toa 
Rome. 

Papal pretensions, therefore, to their prero- 
gatiyes by divine right, must appear to the most 
superticiah reasoner as totally destitute of all 
foundation: on the contrary, we have deci- 
sively proved, (vide No. 4) that the church of | 
Rome was indebted to the unchristian usurpa- 
tions of Phocas and Pepin for her title of 
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universal bishop, and her temporal authority 
and dominion. : } 

After a very laborious investigation of those 
documents, on which the traditionary doctrines 
of Rome have been founded, and that totally 
independent of sacred scripture, he unfolded, 
pretty largely, a great mass of spurious and 
forged authorities, which, of themselves, ought 
to condemn any church which would recognise 
and acknowledge them, as forming any part of 
her official and -legitimate authorities for any © 
matter, whether of faith, doctrine, or disci- 
pline, which she professed. For a full and am- 
ple exposure of these he refers the reader to 
his fifth number. This developement he deemed 
necessary, as a preliminary to the discussion of 
what he considers the mainspring, the very 
pivot of popery, namely, whether St. Peter 
ever was really and truly bishop of Rome, in 
the true and genuine acceptation of the terms. 

It may be fairly remarked here, that the in- 
terest of the Protestant faith and doctrine is not 
directly or essentially concerned in this most 
important question, because their church derives 
the charter of her faith and doctrines exclusively 
from divine scripture, and her foundation rests 
not upon one apostle alone, but upon the 
twelve apostles, Jesus Christ the redeemer be- 
ing, im scripture language, the chief corner 
stone. But the life and soul, the very existence 
of popery being at stake in this question, ac- 
cording to the laws of strict dialectic, or logical 
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justice, it becomes the paramount duty of its 
advocates to prove the affirmative of the propo- 
sition ; and, consequently, to establish the nega- 
tive is not strictly or absolutely incumbent on 
Protestants. However, in the present instance, 
the technical objection must be waived, and the 
question tried upon its own merits. 

It now only remains that the reader be ap- 
prized of the method adopted by the author in 
the discussion, which is briefly this :—He first 
examines and refutes the arguments advanced 
by cardinal Bellarmine, and others, in the af- 
firmative, and then, by an analysis of sacred 
scripture, demonstrates the negative by unan- 
swerable arguments. 
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In this section the arguments advanced by 
Bellarmine, and other Romanists, in proof 
that St. Peter was bishop of Antioch for 
seven years, and of Rome for twenty-five 
years, are examined and refuted. 


As the question of the pope’s supremacy over 
the universal church is the very pivot or hinge 
upon which the whole system of popery turns, 
it is absolutely necessary that the advocates for 
such a doctrine should produce irrefragable 
proofs of its truth and reality. If credit is to 
be given to cardinal Bellarmine, who is deserv- 
edly considered the greatest champion of which 
the cause ever could boast, we must implicitly 
believe that the question concerning the pri- 
macy of the Roman pontiff involves in it the 
very essence of christianity. Had he substi- 
tuted popery instead of christianity, he would 
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have secured my suffrage, and I believe that 
all intelligent Protestants would give their 
sanction to that suffrage. 1 shall quote the 
cardinal’s own words: “ Etenim de qu& re agi- 
tur, cum de primatu pontificis agitur ? brevis- 
sime dicam, de summa rei christiane.” Fer 
about what is the questicn, when the debate 
concerns the primacy of the pope, I shall tell 
you in one word, the very essence of christia- 
nity is concerned. 

In another place (lib. 2,c. 1. de Sum. Pontif.) - 
he affirms that the right of succession of the 
Roman pontifs is founded upon this: that Peter, 
the Lord commanding, (jubente Domino) fixed 
his chair at Rome, and sat there until bis death. 

All Papists say the same thing; and not 
merely Papists, but all Romanists of every de- 
gree maintain the same doctrine of papal suc- 
cession. Even the bishop of Condom and 
Meaux maintains the divine right of pontifical 
succession, (Expos. s. 21.) “ The Son of God 
being desirous that his church should be one, 
and solidly built upon unity, instituted and es- 
tablished the primacy of Peter, to maintain and 
cement it; upon which account we acknow- 
ledge this primacy in the successors of the 
prince of the apostles, to whom, for this reason, 
we owe obedience and submission.” In ano-. 
ther place he makes the primacy of St. Peter’s 
chair the common centre of all Catholic 
unity.” — 

Next comes the synodical epistle of the 
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Roman Catholic hierarchy of this country, 
which by no means discredits the pretensions of 
the preecding documents; on the contrary, it 
may be considered as corroborating the highest 
- claims of its predecessors. 

“‘ Christ (says this epistle) has, by his divine 
authority, established one chair and appointed 
one source of unity, in such a manner that he 
who withdraws himself from the chair of Peter, 
upon which the church is founded, is no longer 
within the church,” i. e. in fact, he isan excom- 
municated heretic. ) 

The doctrines of this synodical epistle soars 
higher than that of any other document in mo- 
dern times; it transcends the doctrine of De 
Meaux very far indeed, but still, it must be 
confessed, that it is fully warranted by the de- 
crees of the council of Trent, and the bull of 
Pope Pius EV. published A, D. 1564, at the 
termination of that council. According to the 
_ decrees of the council of Trent the supremacy 
of the pope is made an article of faith, and, by 
the bull of Pope Pius, all clergymen attached 
to the communion of Rome were compelled to 
vow and swear that such was the Catholic faith, 
out of which none could be saved, 

“| acknowledge the holy Roman Catholic 
church to be the mother and mistress of all 
churches, and I ‘solemnly promise and swear 
true obedience to the bishop of Rome, SUCCES- 
SOR of St. Peter, prince of the apostles, and 
vicar of Jesus Christ.” The popish clergy are 
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further obliged to swear, “ That this is the true 
Catholic faith, out of which none can be saved, 
(nemo salvus esse potest) which faith Eat pre- 
sent profess and hold, and I solemnly promise, 
cow, and swear, ea I will hold this same 
faith most firmly to the last breath of my life.” 

Since, then, the Roman Catholic clergy are 
obliged to swear that they believe this article of 
faith, namely, the pope’s supremacy, they will 
surely admit that it ought to be proved te the 
consciences of all men as clear as any proposi- 
tion in Euclid’s Elements; and as the primacy 
of the pontiff of Rome is made the sum of Chris- 
tianity, and his right of succession is affirmed ta 
flow from a divine command, it is most assuredly 
mcumbent on the advocates of this doctrine to 
prove it with the evidence of demonstration. 

{ shall, therefore, in the first place, examine 
the proofs advanced by Bellarmine and others 
in the affirmative, and, as a preliminary, shall 
lay down the tradition of Romanists on the 
point: they hold, “ That after our Lord’s as- 
eension, Peter fixed his see at Antioch, where 
he sat seven years, aiter which he removed to 
Rome, and continued bishop of Rome for the 
space of WYER TY years, until his crucifixion 
under Nero.” 

Tam not aware of any great dissentient autho- 
rity except that of Onuphrius, who, to avoid a 
palpable contradiction of scripture, avers that St. 
Peter did not become bishop of Antioch until he 
had been some time previously bishop of Rome. 
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i shall merely remark here that it is somewhat 
strange to find conflicting opinions amongst the 
members of a church which arrogates to herself 
the attribute of infallibility. 

On the main question Bellarmine lays down 
four propositions, which he discusses most ela- 
borately, and, by many argumenis, endeavours 
to establish affirmatively ; the force and validity 
of which arguments 4 shall fairly examine, and, — 
i trust, satisfactorily refute. 

First proposition, Whether Peter was ever 
at Rome ? 

Second, Whether he died there ? 

Third, Whether he was bishop of Rome? 

¥ourth, Whether he transferred his chair te 
any other see after he had once settled at 
Rome? 

As to these four proposftions, it must appear 
to any one possessed of common sense or right 
reason, that the first of them is contained in the 
second ; for surely St. Peter could not have died 
at Rome had he never been there, so that the 
very ingenious and learned cardinal might have 
abridged the number of his propositions; in 
fact, his four propositions can be fairly and vir- 
tually reduced to this one—Was St. Peter (bona 
fide) ever bishop of Rome, in the strict and 
proper sense of the terms? 

In the present discussion, however, we must 
follow the subtle cardinal through his own de- 
tail, and examine his propositions and argu- 
ments in regular order. 
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To prove his first question—Was Peter ever 
at Rome? he produces five arguments: the 
first is taken from St. Peter’s first Gen. Ep. c. 5, 
v. 13, “ The church which is at Babylon salu- 
teth you.” By Babylon, he affirms, St. Peter 
must have meant Rome, because, in the Apo- 
calypse of St. John, Rome is typified under the 
name of Babylon. Now, according to my judg- 
ment, the cardinal, in this argument, pays his 
infallible church a very bad compliment indeed, 
by affirming that she is represented by Babylon 
_ inthe Revelations of St. John ; for, in the 17th 
chapter, and 5th verse, St. John characterises 
the woman dressed in purple and scarlet colours 
in very disgraceful terms: “ And upon her 
forehead was wriiten, MYSTERY, BABY- 
LON THE GREAT, THE MOTHER OF 
HARLOTS, AND ABOMINATIONS OF 
THE EARTH.” 

Now, without prosecuting the quotation fur- 
ther, we are justly warranted in concluding, 
either that the cardinal was demented when he 
advanced such an argument, or totally destitute 
of any thing bearing the semblance of scripture 
proof, that St. Peter ever wasat Rome. But 
the argument itself, to make the best of it, is 
proving (as logicians say) ignotum per ignotius, 
i.e. a thing unknown by one still less known ; 
in other words, it is proving that St. Peter was 
at Rome, on the hypothesis that by Babylon 
St. Peter meant Rome, an hypothesis which is 
as difficult to be proved as the question itself ; 
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for, in the first place, there were two Babylons, 
one in Assyria, famous in ancient history, whe- . 
ther we consider divine or profane ; the other in 
Egypt, mentioned by the learned Strabo, and 
situated where Grand Cairo now stands, or at 
least very near its position. 

We can, therefore, see no reason why St. Peter 
should not.direct his epistle from one or other 
_of these two cities rather than from the capital 
of the west. As the epistle itself is addressed 
* To those strangers scattered throughout 
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Byth- 
nia,” places by no means remote from the As- 
syrian Babylon, from which place, it is very 
reasonable to think, that St. Peter directed his 
epistle, as he was the great apostle of the Jews, 
who chiefly inhabited the eastern regions, and 
the places mentioned are all in the east; and 
we know from scripture that St, Paul, the apos- 
tle of the Gentiles, who principally huhebitde 
the west, was prohibited from preaching in 
sume of thems; Bithynia is particularly men- 
tioned by St. Luke, (chap. 16,v. 7.) Wehave 
the early authority of Nicephorus that St. Peter 
preached throughout all Palestine and Syria, 
-and that he was frequently in Pontus; no rea- 
son, therefore, can be assigned why he should 
not. address his epistle really from Babylon, 
which was in the vicinity of those places. It is 
a mere fancy, a fiction, to suppose that Rome 
was meant, in order that the cardinal might 
advance something which appeared to be 
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derived from scripture, but the hypothesis is se 
contrary to reason, and the circumstances of the 
case, that it ought to be rejected as a mere in- 
vention, without the slightest authority to sup- 
port it. 

The very learned Scaliger (Annot. in Joh, 
-18, 31) boldly affirms, “ Beis Rome nunquam 
fuit, sed predicabat 7% ciacwogd Acias, Cujus metro- 
polis erat Babylon exqua scribit epistolam”— 
“ Peter never was at Rome, but preached to 
the dispersed Jews of Asia, whose capitol was 
Babylon, from which he writes his epistle.”’ 
De Marca, the very learned archbishop of Paris, 
joins Scaliger in his opinion as to Babylon. 
Marsilius Patavinus, a century before the refor- 
mation, in his book called Defensor Pacis, af- 
firms, in his seventh article of usurpations, that 
St. Peter never was at Rome. The same says 
Frederick Spanheim, who elaborately proves, 
in his book (de ficta profectione Petri) that 
Peter never was at Rome. But, to pass over 
numerous authorities, I ask, in the name of truth, 
in the name of sacred religion, why should any 
man presume to say that St. Peter had any apos- 
tolic motive to use disguise or to counterfeit 
names? the supposition is an affront to his can- 
dour and integrity—a popish fiction invented in 
honor of Rome. 

If St. Paul, who was a prisoner at Rome, 
(along with St. Peter, as Romanists affirm) 
could freely direct his epistles from that city, 
why should Peter, if he were bishop of that see, 
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use tropes and figures in a didactic epistle?—the 
thing is absurd. St. Luke, also, in his gospel 
and history of the Acts of the Apostles, has occa- 
sion frequently to mention nut only Rome but 
the emperor of Rome, and yet he never makes 
any figurative allusion to Babylon; besides, 
though rhetorical figures may be allowable, 
even necessary ina book of Revelations, yet 
the same will not apply to an epistle of simple 
instruction, and this epistle was written many 
years peraie the Revelations of St. John, con- 
sequently those to whom it was addressed could 
not possibly know any thing of Bellarmine’s 
tropes and figures. (Baronius says it was writ- 
‘ten fifty years before the Apocalypse.) 

It is, therefore, manifest that this tradition, by 
which Babylon was made to signify Rome, was 
a fiction, without any scriptural or even rational 
foundation—a fable probably told by Papias, 
of whose authority we will have occasion to 
speak hereafter. 

We may, therefore, conclude, that, since there 
is no intimation whatever in the letter itself of 
figurative allusions, it would have been unpro- 
fitable to those he addressed, and unworthy of 
the apostle to use disguise ina simple, plain, 
didactic epistle. Nothing can more strongly 
display the absence of all sound argument for 
the supremacy of the bishop of Rome over the 
universal church than this figurative transmu- 
tation of Babylon into Rome, that her advo- 
cates might be able to produce even the image 
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or figure of a text of scripture in support of their 
baseless edifice. 

This same versatile Beliarmine; who trans- 
forms Babylon into Rome, as if by magic; to 
gain the similitude of scripture countenance for 
his favourite hypothesis, in another place makes 
the name Zion signify Rome, and applies the 
words of scripture, in a secondary sense, to the 
pope, which are suitable to the Messiah alone. 
It is very extraordinary that a writer so very 
acute as Bellarmine should not have taken no- 
tice of the glaring inconsistency of making 
Babylon at one time signify Rome, and Zion at 
another; for, in the same episile, St. Peter 
writes, (c. 2, v. 6) “ Behold,1 lay in Zion a 
chief corner stone, elect, precious, and he that 
believeth on him shall not be confounded.”* 
This shews us the extreme lengths to which 
some men will go, and the great inconsistencies 
into which they will run, rather than give up 
the cause they espouse ; for, independent of the 
inconsistency, of applying two different names, 
found in the same epistle of St. Peter, to Rome, 
he perverts the very meaning of the scriptures 
by applying the words of St. Peter, in a secon- 
dary sense, to the pope, which, I maintain, is a 
heresy against the true doctrine of Peter, as well 
as of St. Paul and St. Matthew ; for St. Paul, in 
his epistle to the Romans, (c. 9, v. 33) uses - 
almost the same words as those quoted from St. 
Peter: “ Behold, I lay in Zion a stumbling stone 
and rock of offence, and whosoever believeth 
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oi him shall not be ashamed.” And St. Mats 
thew, c. 21, v. 42, “ Jesus saith unto them, did 
ye never read in the scriptures the stone which 
the builders rejected, the same is become the 
head of the corner?” From this scripture, it 
is quite evident that this dexterous cardinal not 
only transforms Zion into Rome, but also makes 
the pope to be Jesus Christ, and head of the 
chureh, which is a most heretical interpretation 
of the revealed word of God. He is, there- 
fore, not to be tolerated when he performs that 
part ofa poetical magician, by metamorphosing 
Rome one time into Zion, and another into Ba- 
bylon, according to the necessity of his drama. 
No man can be hw to exercise such a free 
licence in changing divine scripture trom its 
orthodox purpose ; because, as it is given to us 
by the inspiration of God, it cannot be changed 
as one would change the fashion of his gar- 
ment, or as a sophist would turn the horn of 
his dilemma first to one side, and then to ie 
other. 

Bellarmine’s second attempt at a proof is a 
curiosity in its kind :—‘‘ There was a church es- 
tablished at Rome before St. Paul ever visited — 
that city, ergo, St. Peter was at Rome.” Though 
the antecedent be-a true proposition, yet, that 
the conclusion deduced isa non sequitur, every 
college freshman could easily demonstrate. 
Since, therefore, it is so palpably sophistical, 
{ shall let it rest as a curious specimen of proof 
that St. Peter was at Rome, and, by neces- 
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sary Consequence, conferred most liberally ov 
the popes, his pretended successors, a perpetual 
supremacy. | 

it may be well, however, to shew how very 
differently Occam, a celebrated schoolman, 
thought upon this question, who wrote two 
hundred years before the reformation A. D.. 
1328: “These are in the number of things 
which are'neither contained in seripture, nor 
can be proved by scripture, viz. :—First, that 
Peter was bishop of Rome. Secondly, that he 
removed his see from Antioch to Rome. 
Thirdly, that the bishops of Rome succeed 
Peter. Fourthly, that the church of Rome 
hath the primacy, of which there is no mention 
in scripture. Fifthly, as likewise there is not, 
(meaning in scripture) that he (Peter) governed 
the church of Rome, nor any thing touching 
the papacy thereof.” (Dial. part 1, 1. 2, ¢. 3.) 

It must appear to all as a very strange thing, 
’ that if St. Peter, previous to the arrival of St. 
Paul, had founded an apostolic chureh at Rome, 
and constituted himself bishop of the same ; 
that St. Paul, in all his writings, should make 
no mention whatever of such an important 
circumstance; and that St. Luke, who accom-. 
panied St. Paul to Rome, and who wrote a his-. 
tory of the Acts of the A postles indiscriminately, 
to the time of St. Paul’s arrival, which he con- | 
tinued for two whole years after, should, in like. 
manner, make no mention of St. Peter and his’ 
episcopacy at Rome. Had such been the fact, it 
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was the duty of St. Luke, as an historian, who 
had reported the acts of Peter in the east, in 
the-most honorable terms, also to have told us 
of that which was the most important of all, 
namely, his founding a great church in the me- 
tropolis of the west. The silence of the evan- 
gelical historian must be considered an absolute 
negative of the whole transaction ; on the con- 
trary, instead of informing us that a mighty 
church had been established in Rome by St. 
Peter, he tells us, in the twenty-eighth chap- 
ter of the Acts written at Rome, that the Jews, 
in their first conferrence with St. Paul, were en- 
tirely ignorant of christianity, except that it was 
every where spoken against. 

St. Ambrose (in Ep. ad Romanos) says, “That 
he had read in certain ancient books, that at the 
time in which St. Paul’s epistle was sent to the 
Romans, one Narcissus, (to whose family greet- 
ings are sent in the epistle) was bishop or senior 
elder of the congregation at Rome.” 

The third argument advanced by Bellarmine 
is this: “‘ Grave authors report that St. Mark 
wrote his gospel at Rome, according to what 
he heard Peter preach, ergo, Peter was at 
Rome.” 

Now if the account given us by Bellarmine 
himself, and Romanists in general, of St. Mark | 
the evangelist, be true, namely, that he died 
the eighth of Nero, at Alexandria, of which 
place he had been ordained bishop by St. Peter, 
and was succeeded in that see by Anianus, 1] 
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say that if this account, which is given by S¢. 
Jerome in-his book of illustrious men, and ad- 
mitted by Bellarmine, be true, it will follow, 
that there is no scripture authority to prove that 
St. Mark the evangelist ever was at Rome: for — 
we learn from St. Paul that the Mark who was 
at Rome, must have survived the eighth of 
Nero several years, as, in his second epistle to 
Timothy, which is allowed by all to have been 
written not long before his death, we find that 
St. Paul desires him to bring Mark along with 
him. Second Tim. c. 4, v. 11, ‘* Only Luke is 
with me. Take Mark and bring him with thee ; 
for he is profitable to. me for the ministry.” It 
is therefore evident that the Mark whom St. 
_ Paul desires Timothy to bring with him could 

not be that Mark who died in the eighth of 
Nero at Alexandria. | 

That this Mark whom St, Paul desires Timo- 
thy to bring with him, had been at Rome with 
St. Paul, is manifest from his epistle to the 
Colossians, c. 4, v. 10, “ Aristarchus, my fellow 
prisoner, saluteth you, and Marcus sister’s son 
of Barnabas, &c. And Philemon, v. 24, Mar- 
eus, Aristarchus, Demas, Lucas, my fellow 
labourers, salute you.” 

It would, therefore, appear, that the fabulist 
Papias, whom certain of the ancients respected 
too much for his antiquity, must have fallen 
into some confusion ; and from having been told 
that St. Peter called Marcus, or Mark, who wrote 
the gospel, his son, and that in the epistles of 
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Paul, or Mark, was at Rome. He jumbled the 
two stories together, and reported that Peter, 
as well as Mark, was at Rome, which seems to 
me to be the original and only ground of the 
tradition that Peter was at Rome. 

Besides, I consider it an impious heresy to say 
that St. Mark the evangelist did not write his 
gospel by the inspiration of the Holy Ghost as 
well as the other evangelists; and, conse~ 
quently, must have been independent of Peter 
and every human assistance. 

Hence we see that Romanists, rather than 
give upasilly tradition in favor of their beloved 
supremacy, would venture to shake the very 
pilars of christianity itself; for; if we onee 

yielded to them, that any of the evangelists 
did not write his gospel with an independant 
inspiration of the Holy Ghost, we would find 
it a difficult matter to answer the arguments of 
deists and infidels: | | | 

The fourth argument advanced by Bellar- 
mine, to prove that St. Peter was at Rome, is 
truly ridiculous, because founded on the fabu- 
lous story of St. Peter’s contest with Simon 
Magus the sorcerer. 

It is worth while, first, to hear Platina, the 
papal canonist, on this subject. He tells us, 
‘‘ That Peter came to Rome, the capitol of the 
world ; and because he saw that this seat would 
be suitable to the pontifical dignity ; and be- 
cause he had understood that Simon Magus 

- had seé out for the same place.” ; 

NO. VI. D 
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In the foregoing, the ( jubente domino) of 
- Bellarmine is “altogether given up, and two 
other reasons are debi tied :—First, the fitness 
‘Of the imperial city. Secondly, Because St. 
Peter had learned that Simon Magus had set 
out for Rome. 

Now what appears to me to have laid the 
foundation of this most ridiculous fable, is the 
narrative given by St. Luke of certain oecur- 
rences, as detailed in the eighth chapter of the 
Acts of the seat 
~ C. 8, v. 9, “But there was a certain man 
* called ate which, before time, in the same 
city, used sorcery, and bewitched the people of 
Samaria,” &c. 

V. 18, “ And when Simon saw that through 
laying on of the apostles’ hands the Holy Ghost 
was given, he offered them money, saying, give 
me also this power, that upon whomsoever I lay 
hands, he may receive the Holy Ghost.” 

But Peter said unto him, “ Thy money perish 
with thee, because that thou hast thought that 
the gift of God may be purchased with money, 
thou hast neither part ‘nor lot in this matter, for 
thy heart is not right in the sight of God; re- 
pent, therefore, and pray God, if perhaps the 
thought of thine heart may be forgiven thee ; 
for I believe that thou art in ‘the gall of bitter- 
ness, and in the bond of iniquity. Then an- 
swered Simon, and said, pray ye to the Lord for 
me, that none of pit’ things which ‘ye wi 
spoken come upon me.’ 
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Now, after reading this scripture, w which is the 
only foundation of the fable, is it not an impi- 
ous affront to the Holy Ghost. in the person of 
St. Peter, to tell the world that he went all the 
way from Palestine to Rome to vie miraeles 
with this self-convicted impostor. 

The detail of the narrative, given by Platina, 
from which Bellarmine derived his fourth ar- 
gument, is quite disgusting. For he reports, 
‘‘ That Magus had the assurance to vie miracles 
with Peter about raising a dead boy to life, in 
which, having failed, he challenged Peter (de 
novo) to fly from the capitol te Mount Aventine, 
in which attempt he fell, broke his thigh, and 
died. If this be not foul and disgusting stuff — 
let the world judge. What crowns the matter 
is, that the traditions themselves, purporting 
to come from Papias, Clement, and Egesippus, 
(de excidio hieros) are detected forgeries. 

Besides, there is a contradiction between the 
parties themselves; for Platina says that Peter 
followed him to Rome about the year 43; and 
asserts that Magus died immediately after his 
fall; but Baronius (Tom. 1, ad An. 68, No. 16, 
17) assures us that he died A, D. 68, i, e. ## 
years after his fall. 

The fifth argument advanced by Bellarmine, 
in proof that St. Peter was at Rome, is this :—. 
s* Because (says he) he was crucified there.” 

This he endeavours to prove three ways. | 

First, From his sepulchre, which was shewn 
there. 
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Secondly, The pilgrimages of multitudes ta 
visit his shrine. 

Thirdly, The testimony of many writers who 
took it for granted, 

Now, ‘isnot it should be even granted that 
St. Peter glorified God, by his martyrdom at 
- Rome, yet that could prove no support for the 
proud and pompous edifice of papal supremacy, 
infallibility, exclusive salvation, &c.; because 
the same tradition which reports the martyrdom 
of St. Peter at Rome, does also attest the mar- 
tyrdom of St. Paul; and no one can shew any 
cause why so great an inequality could arise after. 
the death of those two apostles, who were equal 
in authority while they lived, if we can believe 
the words of St. Paul, who assures us, in his in- 
spired writings, that bis was equal to the chiefest | 
of the apostles, meaning James, Peter, and 
John, whom he himself calls pillars. 

This fifth argument must be pronounced one 
of a very acakhinasteis character, for it derives 
all its force from sepulchral legends and super- 
stitious pilgrimages ; and it is well known that 
the custom of worshipping departed saints, and 
of making pilgrimages to the shrines of Ne 
dead, sprung up in the dark age of supersti- 
tion, and was totally unknown in the pricing 
church. 

Besides, the tale {is contradicted by the his- 
tory of the Roman empire ; for, in such a ter- 
rific persecution as that which raged in the reign 
of Nero, we cannot suppose that those who sur- 
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vived would expose themselves to certain de- 
struction by any display of pompous funerals, 
Tacitus the Roman historian informs us that the 
persecuted christians were promiscuously de- 
stroyed, in various ways, shocking to humanity. 
He says, “ Some were covered with the skins of 
wild beasts, and left to be devoured by dogs ; 
others were nailed to the cross; numbers were 
burned alive; and many, covered with inflam- 
mible matter, were lighted up, when the day 
declined, to serve as torches during the night.’’* 

Could it even be proved that the bones, or 
ashes, of St. Peter were exhibited at Rome, this 
would be no satisfactory proof that he had been 
there in his life time, much less that he had ever 
been bishop of that see, which is the grand 
question; for it has been a common practice 
with papists to translate the relicts of saints 
from one place io another. Who has not heard 
of the head of John the baptist? the mitk, 
comb, scizzars, &c. ofthe Virgin Mary? How 
many ship leads have the chips of the cross 
produced? not to speak of the bones of St. 
Ursula, and ber 11,600 virgins ; with the heads 
of the three wise men, called the three kings 
of Cologne! in short, Europe was sao nubited 
with relicts Srsui the east in the time of the 
crusades. 


* The poet, Juvenal, who wrote in the time of Domitian, 
alludes to this horrid persecution :— 


«¢ Pone Tigellinum, teda lucebis in illa, 
‘Qua stantes ardent, qui fixo gutture fumant.” 
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A silly objection is sometimes made, if not at 
Rome, where was he crucified? To this futile 
argument ¢ad ignerantiam) I answer to true 
christians, it isa matter of no consequence, for 
the Messiah was crucified at Jerusalem, and that 
ehurch is no more. Why not join several of the 
ancients, St. Chrysostom, Jerome, Lyranus, 
and the ordinary gloss, in fixing upon Jerusa- 
lem, or others whe suppose Babylon to be the 
place of his crucifixion? The words of Lyra- 
nus (on Matt. c. 23, v. 24) are these: “ Ex iis 
eccidetis, sicut Jacobum fratrem Johannis, et 
Stephanum, &c. et crucifigetis, ut Petrum et 
Andream ;” “ of those you will kill some, as you 
killed James, the brother of John, and Ste- 
phen, &c.; and you shall crucify others, as you 
did Peter and Andrew.” 

To this strong authority the cardinal merely 
replies: “ He speaks wawarily, and without 
foundation. Surely that manner of negative is 
no refutation of the opinion entertained by Ly- 
ranus. 

The testimony of St. -Clement, sieht of 
Rome, and successor of St. Peter, according to 
some Romanists, is very important. He says 
(in his epistle to the Corinthians) that St. Paul, 
having preached the word in many countries, 
and Gini come to the borders of the west, was 
put to death by the governers. As to the place 
where St. Peter died, or the manner how, he 
says not one word. From which it may be 
_fairly inferred, that Peter died before St. Paul, 
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and most probably at Jerusalem, or at least in 
the regions of the east. 

As this epistle was written by Clement, a 
very few years after the death of St. Paul, it 
ought to have great weight as a negative argu- 
mentagainst {hecrecdxion of Peter in the west. 
Clendiut being in Rome, and St. John still 
alive, it spproschin nearest in authority to a 
scripture document. Had St. Peter and St. 
Paul suffered at the seme time, I cannot-see 
any reason why Clement should have omitted 
the mention of his name. | 

There is a sixth argument, which has been 
long and very strenuously advanced by some, 
that St. Peter was at Rome, and crucified there, 
which argument, to do Cardinal Bellarmine 
justice, he does not introduce, namely, “ That 
Peter endeavouring by night to make his escape 
from Rome, through fear of persecution, Christ 
appeared to him on the Appian way, to whom 
Peter said « Lord whither goest thou ?’« T came 
to be erucified a second time.’ Peter taking 
those words to be meant of hisown martyrdom, 
as the Lord might seem to suffer in his person, 
(what gross and ignorant blasphemy !) went 
pack, and having ordained Clement to be his 
successor, was soon after apprehended and cru- 
cified.”’ 

As usual'amongst the superstitious vulgar, in 
such ridiculous and fabulous stories, the prints 
of their feet, as they talked together, were 
seen fora long time ; and perhaps even at this 
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day, & person ofa thorough superstitious eye 
could be made to see them still—as the prints 
of the knees of various Saints are pointed out 
in many places throughout this island. 

This last proof, instead of requiring any 
serious refutation, may be considered as more 
likely to excite a disgust in the minds of Roman 
Catholies, not merely against popery, but 
against religion in general, as I have been told 
father Hayes’s novel Htalian miraclesseem to 
have done. 

Though Bellarmine does not bring forward 
the preceding argument, yet it may be right on 
our parts, to state the authority upon which it- 
rests. | 
Linus and Hegesippus bave been both men- 
tioned as authorities, but as their reports have 
been denownced as spurivus by late popish 
writers of respectability, it would now be use- 
less to waste time in their exposure. Baronius 
pronounces Linus, or whoever represented 
him, as a foolish and counterfeit writer. As 
to the fable of the prints of the Messiah’s feet, 
the very words of St. Peter himself contradict 
it; for, he says, (Acts 3, 21,) ‘“ That the 
heavens must contain him until the times of 
the restitution of all things, which God hath 
spoken by the mouth of his holy propheés 
since the world began.” We, therefore, see 
how very absurd and ridiculous this fable is, 
which has been advanced as a proof that Si. 
Peter was at Rome, seeing that it is supported, 
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not merely by forgeries, but is contradictory to 
the very words bi hivthe scripture, pronounced 
by the inspired Peter himself. 
_ In order to gaina point, if possible, Bellar- 
mine makes an extravagant assertion, that one 
may be bishop of asee in which he never resided. 
_ This is advanced to help out his argument, that 
Peter might have been bishop of Rome though 
it could not be proved that he ever set a eer int 
that metropolis ; ; for, he asserts, “ Many have 
been bishops of Rome who never were at 
Rome: as, for example, Clement V. John XX. 
Benedict XII. Clement VI. who having been 
ordained in France, always remained there.” 

This opinion of the learned cardinal is quite 
contradictory to the doctrine of St. Peter him- 
self, as itis delivered to us in his general epistle : 
‘* The elders which are among you I exhort, 
whoam also an elder, &c. Feed the flock of 
God, which is among you, taking the oversight, 
not by constraint, but willingly, and not for 
filthy lucre, but of a ready mind ; neither being 
lords over God’s heritage, but being ensamples 
to the flock.” 

ft was, therefore, impossible that a pope 
who resided all his lifetime at Avignon could 
be an ensample to the flock at Rome;i. e. could, 
according to the scripture, be bishop of Rome ; 
on the contrary, he was very likely to lord it 
over the household of God, as history tells us 
many popes have done. 

No. ya E 
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In a former dissertation it was proved that 
no apostle could be a local bishop without 
divesting himself of his apostolic dignity ; for 
every apostle was a universal overseer or bishop 
of Christ’s universal church, throughout the 
world, according to the terms and extent of the 
commission granted by Jesus Christ himself to 
each apostle, immediately and personally, to 
preach the gospel to every creature; there- 
fore the apostles, who were bound by their 
commission to preach the gospel to the whole 
world, could not become local bishops of any 
particular place. As the Greek word ttexowes 
signifies one who oversees, without limiting his 
functions by any locality, in this sense every 
apostle might be called a bishop—as we see 
Constantine the Great was styled Keowee sx‘soxorec 
bya figure, because invested with the general 
protectorship of the whole church, throughout 
_ the empire, in a manner similar to that by 
which the king of England is styled head of the 
ehurch, in all his dominions, since the refor- 
mation. 

No apostle, therefore, according to the terms 
of his divine commission, could be invested 
personally with the local episcopacy of any 
particular church. In these the apostles uni- 
formly appointed an elder or bishop, to preside 
and watch over particular congregations of 
Christians. All such must of necessity have 
been residents, otherwise how could they feed 
the flock of Christ? or, in the language of St. 
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Peter, how could they be ensamples of their 
particular flocks; or how could they, accord- 
ing to the same apostle, expect to receive a 
crown of glory that fadeth not away, when 
Christ, the chief shepherd, should appear.— 
Therefore, on scripture authority [ maintain, 
in opposition to Bellarmine, that a pope re- 
siding at Avignon, in France, could not be 
bishop of Rome, in Italy. The reader will 
observe, that this doctrine is chiefly supported 
by the authority of Peter himself, whose vicar 
every pope pretends to be; nay, antichristian 
like, they proceed one step higher, and call 
themselves: sole vicars, and sometimes vicege- 
rents of JesusChrist himself. We therefore infer. 
from the inspired scripture, given us by St. 
Peter himself, that he could not be a_ local 
preacher, or resident bishop of any church 
founded by himself. This was incompatible 
with hisapostleship ; accordingly, we see that 
he strictly charges those elders who had ob- 
tained local appointments, to take diligent care ° 
of those flocks over which the Holy Ghost had 
appointed them. He does not say over which 
he himself had appointed them. St. Paul 
writes in the very same language to those set 
over the church, as founded by him: “ Take 
heed, therefore, unto yourselves, and to all 
the flock over which the Holy Ghost hath made 
you overseers, to feed the church of God, 
which he hath purchased with his own blood.” 
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That it was the special-duty of an apostle to 
preach the gospel to every creature, and not 
to perform the local or parochial duties of any 
particular church, is evident from St. Paul’s 
first Epistle to the Corinthians, c. 1, v. 17 :— 
“ For Christ sent me, net to baptise, but to 
preach the gospel.” 

From scripture no authority can pine derived 
that any of the apostles was appointed bishop 
over any particular church. 

. For, first, The Messiah gave all, equally, a 
general commission. 

~ Second, None was ordained by apostolic 
appointment over any particular church, The 
peculiarity of St. James’s case, at Jerusalem, 
has been before explained, 

. Third, Nor did any apostle constitute him- 
self a local bishop ; for this would have been 
contrary to scripture. ’ 

Heb. 5, 4. “ Noman taketh this honor unto 
himself, but he that is called of God, as was 
Aaron.” 

The case of Mathias isin point ; for he was 
not appointed an apostle by any one individual, 
nor by the whole college, but by the Divinity 
himself. Since then the apostles were the 
highest order known to the church, “ Being 
éhi vf men, nor by men, but ordained by Jesus 
Christ and God the Wathen, ” Were we even 
to admit for a moment that Peter was bishop 
of Rome, it could not avail the pope as an 
argument for supremacy, in right of succession ; 
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for St. John, an apostle the beloved of his 
Lord, survived Peter a long time, and there- 
fore possessed the supreme authority in the 
church of Christ, as being an apostle not of 
men, nor by men, but by Jesus Christ and 
God the Father; and as he survived Linus 
and Clement, the pretended successors of St, 
Peter, how was it possible that those whe were 
appointed by man could possess a supremacy 
in the church during their lives, seeing that 
an apostle survived them both. The claim of 
Rome, therefore, is unchristian, or rather anti- 
christian, because contrary to the authority of 
scripture. 

If Romanists could prove, first, that Peter 
possessed a primacy over the first church, 
founded at Jerusalem, which was the true 
mother and mistress of allchurches ; and second, 
that he survived all those of the apostolic 
order’; and third, that he was bishop of Rome, 
and delegated his supreme authority to his 
successors; then indeed the popes of Rome 
might, with a tolerable grace, lay claim to 
their prerogatives, The first of these is di- 
rectly contradicted by scripture ; for James 
presided over the church of Jerusalem in a 
peculiar manner. The second is not even pre- 
tended to by <page aie and, for the third, we 
have a negative proof from scripture, as strong 
as any fair and reasonable man need require. 
The traditionary tale of Peter’s episcopacy at 
Antioch, and that he removed from that see to 
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Rome, independent of the scripture impedi- 
ments, which are absolutely insurmountable, is 
equally opposite to the practice of the primitive 
church, and provision was made against such 
an irregularity by express canons. Con. Nic. 
can. 15, 16. Con, Antioch, can. 21, 22. Con. 
Chalced. canon 10. Now, it is impossible that 
the primitive fathers could have made such 
canons, had it been true that St, Peter pos- 
sessed a primacy over the universal church, 
and that he could transfer this power from 
Antioch to Rome, and confer it on his pretended 
successors for ever—the thing is impossible. 

The chronicle of Eusebius is cited to prove 
that Peter was bishop of Antioch seven years, 
and of Rome 25; but this work is corrupted, 
for Eusebius does not say that St. Peter was 
bishop of Antioch, but expressly asserts that 
RKuodius was first bishop ; as to Peter, he merely 
relates, upon the authority of tradition, that he 
founded the church of Antioch, which is di- 
rectly contrary to scripture; and, instead of 
affirming that he was bishop of Rome 25 years, 
he does not say he was bishop of Rome at all. 
The report of Eusebius, founded on tradition, 
is simply this: that Peter went to Rome to 
preach the gospel; all the rest is a corrupt 
interpolation of the Latin translator, for these 
words, ‘‘ That he continued bishop of Rome 
twenty-five years,’ are not to be found in the 
original Greek copy, as the very learned Scali- 
ger has satisfactorily proved. 
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To corroborate this reasoning, we have the 
authority of a very learned Romanist, namely, 
Valesius, who (Not. ad. Euseb. 1.3, c. 21) ad- 
mits that Eusebius did not rank the apostles in 
the order of bishops: ‘ Sciendum est Eusebium, 
apostolos in ordine episcoporum minime enumes 
rare.” If, then, Eusebius did not rank the 
apostles in the order of bishops, surely he could 
not affirm that St. Peter was bishop of Rome 
twenty-five years, when, according to him, he 
could not be a bishop at all. 

Ruffinus, a priest of Aquileia, in Italy, though 
he appears, like others, to believe that Peter 
was at Rome, yet he makes a wide distinction 
between bishop and apostle, he says that Linus 
and Cletus were bishops of Rome before Cle- 
ment, and in the lifetime of Peter, so that they 
exercised the functions of bishops whilst he 
discharged the office of apostle. ; 

Having refuted the arguments advanced by 
Bellarmine to prove the affirmative of the 
proposition, that St. Peter was bishop of 
Rome, I shall now enter upon an examination 
of the authorities on which the tradition itself 
was founded. As the testimony produced in 
favor of the tradition is merely human, and 
therefore fallible, were it even genuine, it could 
not be invincible; but, in the present instance, 
it is, for the most part, not merely suspicious 
but admitted by late writers of Rome to be in 
a great degree spurious. We learn from Ire- 
neus, Eusebius, Jerome, and others, that spu- 
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rious documents were very early introduced ; 
St. Jerome mentions five books which, in his 
own time, (the fourth century) were in circu- 
lation; all of which he pronounces apochry phal. 
The first was a book of St. Peter’s Acts; the 
second, his Gospel; the third, his Preaching; 
the fourth, his Revelations; the fifth, his book 
of Judgment. Hence we see that fictions con- 
cerning St. Peter, the pretended founder of the 
church at Rome, were very early produced. 
Eusebius informs us that there was a book con- 
taining a long dispute between St. Peter and 
Apion, which, he affirms, came out but yester- 
day, under the name of Clement, which book 
had never been heard of in former ages. This 
ought to be a sufficient admonition to us, not 
to receive every thing as pure gold which may 
appear to have the gloss and hue of antiquity ; 
and it points out to us how the mere inventions 
of men may, in after times, pass for true and 
authentic traditions, and consequently, possess 
great credit, at least with those whose interest 
may be promoted by putting forward those fic- 
titious documents. 

The authorities advaneed by Romanists in 
proof of the tradition, that St. Peter was first 
bishop of Rome, may be ranked under three 
classes: 

First, Such as are palpable and adinitted 


forgeries. 
Second, Such asare of ery doubtful and sus- 


picious credit. 
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Third, Certain ‘expressions of the fathers, 
given in testimony of hearsays or traditionary 
matters of fact, at 4 remote distance of time and 
place, and which were taken up at first without 
much or perhaps any examination, never once 
dreaming that, in after times, such a monstrous 
abuse of those matters would be made. It never 
could have occurred to their imaginations that 
an Italian priest would dub himself,ewclusively, 
vicar of Jesus Christ, and that all power was 
given unto him, ii heaven and on earth, and 


* The pompotis address from Pope Martin V. to the easter 
emperor, when he wished a reunion of the eastern and western 
churches, gives a pretty specimen of papal pretensions. 

‘‘ The most holy and most blessed Pope Martin V. who has 
the disposal of heaven, (celeste arbitrium) who is lord on 
earth, successor of Peter, the Christ of the Lord, (Christus 
Domini) the lord of the universe, (Dominus universi) the 
father of kings, the light of the world,” &c. &c.—( Acta Con. 
Senens, apud Richer. 1.3, p. 289). 

' Augustine Steucheus, keeper of the pope’s library, (in lib. 
de donat. Const. )— 

« Knowest thou not that the sovereign pontiff was called 
God Almighty by Constantine, and considered by him as 
such ?—‘‘ Deum apellatum, et habitum pro Deo.” 

Baldus says he was greater than the angelsanother gays 
that he could excommunicate the angels. : 2 

Roder. Epis. Zamoren. in speculo humane vite, 1. 2, c. A, 
says, ‘¢ That the pope is instituted and ordained not only over 
human principalities, but also divine ; not only to rule over 
mortals, but also immortals; not only over men, but over 
angels; not only to judge the quick; but the dead 4lso’; not 
only on earth, but also in heaven;” &c. This work vag de= 
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even in hell. That he was infallible, universal 
pastor, unerring guide, head of the universal 
church ; that obedience to him was essentially 
necessary to salvation, and that all other priests 
were under an obligation to take an oath to this 
effect; and, finally, that every one who should 
not believe all these particulars were to be ana- 
thematized as heretics. Had it ever entered 
into the hearts of the fathers to conceive, that, 
in after times, such horrid abuses would arise, 
they would at the moment, have examined the 
facts and exposed the fallacy of their tradi- 
tions with invincible arguments, and thereby 
saved Protestants the labour of refutation, which 
they have done most effectually and triumphant- 
ly since the reformation ; probably they would 
have prevented even the necessity of a refor- 
mation, and, at the present time, the necessity 
of what is called Catholic emancipation. 

The first authorities mentioned by Romanists 
in proof that St. Peter was bishop of Rome 
are, | 
First, A book in the name of Linus. 

Second, The report of a hearsay of Papias. 

Third, Egesippus. _ 

Routh: Decretal Epistles. 

As to the first, we have already shewn that 
Baronius (ad An. 44 nu. 45, and An. 60, nu. 6) 


dicated to Pope Paul II. by the author, who was constable of 
the castle of St. Angelo. Surely a reformation in the church 
was loudly called for. 
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and Possevin have pronounced this book, enti- 
tled “« De passione Petri et Pauli,” to bea spu- 
rious counterfeit, and that after it. had been 
received and deemed a good and valid docu- 
ment from the ninth to the fifteenth century, 
inclusive. Now, the use made of this admitted 
ae which purported to be so early as Linus, 
was, to prove that St. Peter was bishop of Rome, 
ought now to supply an irrefragable proof that 
the proposition sought to be proved by it wasa 
mere fiction, otherwise a forged document could 
never have been produced to support it. 

The second in the popish list is Papias, who, 
though not so ancient in point of time'as the 
counterfeit Linus, yet he is decked out in very 
splendid plumage in certain Roman editions of 
Eusebius, which ornaments are ail borrowed, 
mere counterfeit, being’ corrupt and vicious in- 
terpolations ; for even Rufiinus, an Italian 
who translated Eusebius in the fourth century, 
leaves out all the modern or Roman embellish- 
ments of the said Papias; for he merely says, 
“ about these times flourished Polycarp of Smyr- 
na and Papias of Hierapolis.” It is, therefore, © 
clear that the panegyric of Papias, set forth in 
the Roman editions, was not in the original work 
of Eusebius, for no reason can be assigned why 
Ruffinus should leave it out of his translation, 
had it. appeared in the original. . 

Valesius, a very learned Romanist who pub- 
lished Eusebius, honestly confesses, that, in 
those Greek editions of Eusebius which he pos- 
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sessed, the commendation of Papias was not to 
be found, and therefore, he infers, that those 
words were added by some ignorant scholiast, 
contrary to the opinion of Eusebius, (Vales. in 
Not. ad lib. 3, c. 36, Euseb.) and the argument 
of Valesius is this; the scholiast makes Eusebius 
contradict himself; for, how could he have 
called Papias a most learned man, and skilled 
in scripture when, in the same book, he says, 
he was rude and simple, with little judgment 
and talents? It will be more satisfactory at 
once to produce a quotation from Eusebius him- 
self, and also from Nicephorus ; (Eus. |. 3. ¢. 22, 
35, 39; Niceph. 3, 20:) ¥ 

‘« He was one who neither heard nor saw any 
of the apostles, but received what he heard 
from their followers, as Aristo and John, an 
elder, (but not the apostle ;) he thought he 
could not derive so much benefit from reading 
the scriptures as by conference with those who 
had been acquainted with the authors of them ; 
he was so little acquainted with the scriptures 
that he mistook that Philip whose daughters 
were prophetesses for Philip the apostle; that 
he had, by such traditions, strange parables, 
- and preaching of the blessed Saviour, and other 
things very fabulous, amongst the rest he ad- 
vanced the heresy of the Millenaries; and that 
he fell into these errors through ignorance and 
not rightly understanding those narratives which 
were told him, as coming from the aposiles ; 
that he used the gospel according to the He- 
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brews (a counterfeit); in fine, that he wasa 
man of little genius and judgment, as appeared 
by his books (now not extant); yet he gave 
occasion of error to several ecclesiastical wri- 
ters who respected antiquity.” 

After this, which is admitted to be genuine, 
none ought to presume hereafter to quote Eu- 
sebius in support of the panegyric of Papias. 

From this it is manifest that the high charac- 
ter given of this Papias, in certain Roman 
translations of Eusebius, must be a forgery ; and 
we therefore see fully what sort of a man he 
was, who is produced as the pillar of authority 
for the proof that St. Peter was bishop of 
Rome—a weak ignorant man, fond of oral tales, 
careless about ind unacquainted with the sacred 
scriptures, but fond of indulging in the reports 
and opinions of fallible persons; therefore, if 
he were mistaken in the tradition of the Mil- 
lennium, how can he be deemed infallible in 
the hearsay that by Babylon, from whence St. 
Peter dates his epic, was meant imperial 
Rome ? 

Now, according to Baronius, (Mart. ad diem 
Jan. 26) Polycarp, who was the contemporary cf 
Papias, suffered martyrdom, A. D. 167, and 
Peter in 69; hence a century or even more may 
have intervened between the death of Peter 
and Papias, an interval long enough for such 
a man to be imposed on by a fictitious and inte- 
rested story, many of which, we have already 
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shewn, were spread abroad, concerning Peter 
and Paul, even in the first century. 

The next document advanced as authority is 

a book fathered on Egesippus, who is mentioned 
by Eusebius, (1. 4, ¢. 8). That this book is a 
vile as well as an ignorant forgery, will appear 
manifest from this: that, in this book, mention 
is made of the city of Constantinople, so called 
by Constantine the Great, about 327; therefore 
the author of this forgery must have lived 200 
years or more after Egesippus. 
The third argument derives its authority from 
the early decretal epistles which, if genuine and 
admitted to possess validity, would completely 
prove every thing the most ambitious papist 
could wish; but the decretal epistles were so 
fully proved to be shameful and disgusting for- | 
geries, in our last number, that it is not neces- 
sary to repeat the arguments again, and to that 
number the reader is referred. 

1 think it may be very fairly concluded, from 
all those spurious documents brought forward 
to prove the proposition, that the story itself, of 
Peter having been at Rome, and bishop of that 
see, was not founded on fact; if it had been 
founded on fact its advocates would never. have 
had recourse to the grossest of forgeries in its 
support, which has been confessedly done. 

The confession of Baronius, who was by far 
the best skilled in antiquity of all the papal 
champions, deserves to be well noted, “ Quod 
yero attinet,” &c. “ But as to what relates to 
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ihe things done by them (the apostles) after 
that they were separated one from another, ’tis 
very obscure ; for since there are both actions 
and writiags, in the name of the apostles, found 
to be supposititius ; and if any thing were told 
of them by true and sincere writers, the same 
_ does not all remain entire and uncorrupted, it 
will plainly make one despair of ever obtain- 
ing any truth and certainty therein.” Hence 
it is evident, that this very learned annalist 
came to this just conclusion: that we have 
nothing whatever to depend on with certainty 
but the sacred scriptures, relating to the lives 
and actions of the apostles ; and consequently, 
since the scriptures furnish no proof that St. 
Peter was ever at Rome, much less bishop there, 
it would require a new revelation to establish 
the proposition, which, we have seen, could not 
be sustained but by forgeries and counterfeit 
documents. 

Having discussed the arguments advanced 
by way of proofs in the affirmative of the pro- 
position, that St. Peter was nof only at Rome, 
but also first bishop of that see, we will now 
proceed to establish the negative, from the in- 
consistency and contradictions of the arguments — 
themselves, which have been pompously set 
forward by Romanists. 

As truth is always simple, consistent and 
uniform, but falsehood, on the contrary, con- 
fused, inconsistent, and variable; the parts 
always clashing and contradicting each other, 
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so we find that thisis the, case, in a special 
manner, in the various circumstances of the 
traditionary report, that St. Peter, the apostle 
of the circumcision, was not only at Rome, 
but moreover, first bishop of that Gentile 
chureh, and continued to perform episcopal 
functions in that see for the space of twenty- 
five years. 

‘Surely the NG aioe of this tradition, a 
express themselves in such an absolute and 
categorical manner, nay, who will go so far as 
to er ae an anathema against all those who 
beg leave to entertain any doubt of its truth 
ana reality, ought to be absolutely and une- 
quivocally decided among themselves, in all 
the various particulars. Instead of which we 
ean scarcely find two of them entirely of the 
same opinion. Now, even with respeet to the 
time of St. Peter’s alleged arrival, there is 
nothing like an approach to unanimity... For 
Orosius (lib. 7, c. 6,) says, “* He came 
to Rome in the beginning of. the reign of Clau- 
dius.” This, to be sure, is indefinite. 

Hierom, whose authority seems to have 
great weight amongst them, affirms that he 
came the second of Claudius. | 

Onuphrius, who seems. to be. followed. in 
many particulars by moderns, affirms he came 
to Rome in the third of Claudius. ; 

Fasciculus Temporum affirms that he came 
in the fourth of Claudius. 
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Pascacius (de vita sanct.) alleges that it was 
inthe i4th of Claudius. 

It ought to appear very strange, that not- 
withstanding this doubt and. uncertainty with 
respect to the year, the precise day is fixed most 
decidedly, as if known with mathematical cer- 
tainty. For, Pope Paul [V. A. D. 1557, ap- 
pointed the 18th of January as the very éden- 
tical day, to the utter exclusion of all other 
_ days, and thus it stands fixed in the Calenda- 
rium Catholicum, and who dare presume to 
question this infallible authority, except some 
scrutinising Protestant, whose reason must be 
convinced by something more satisfactory than 
the ipse dixit of a pope. 

But, though an uncertainty might exist as to 
the very year in which it is averred he came to 
Rome, we might expecta perfect unanimity 
amongst them as to the duration of his episco- 
pacy—in this also we find great discordance ; 
for Hierom says (or is made to say) that he con- 
tinued bishop twenty-seven years. Venerable 
Bede says twenty-nine—Fasciculus ‘Temporum 
twenty-five years, seven months, eight days— 
the Pontifical, (said to be written by the in- 
fallible Pope Damasus) twenty-five years, twe 
months, three days. Now, if this infallible au- 
thority be correct, as tothe length of time, an 
error must exist in observing aye time of his 
martyrdom, which is held a be the 29th of 
June; for, if he infallibly arrived on the 18th 
of Panary , and continued exactly twenty -five 
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years, two months, three days, then he must 
have been crucified about the 22d of March.— 
Qued absurdum. But collector Binnius, in 
order to get over this difficulty, has the unhal- 
lowed assurance to assert, that the infallible 
Pope Damasus was quite wrong ; for (says he) 
Peter held the chair precisely twenty-five years, 
five months, twelve days; according to which, 
indeed, the crucifixion might have taken place 
in June. Though master Binnius, by his al- 
manack knowledge, does very adroitly save 
his friends from wrecking themselves on Scylla, 
yet he does not prevent them from falling foul 
of Charybdis, directly opposite ; for, if, accord- 
ing to his computation, he suffered on the 29th 
of June, it could not have happened in the 
14th of Nero; in which point all Romanists, 
morally speaking, are agreed. For the 14th 
of Nero began on the 13th of October, and, on 
the 10th of June following, he killed himself, 
having been declared a publie enemy by the 
Senate. It is, therefore, evident, that, had he 
been put to death on the 22d of March, it 
would have happened in the 14th of Nero; 
but the 29th of June extended beyond the 
reign of Nero. These accounts, therefore, 
involve not merely confusion, but absolute 
contradictions ; and, as all cannot be true, we 
may fairly conclude ‘that none of them is true. 
—There exists also great discordancy among 
them, when comparing the year of St. Peter’s 
crucifixion with the year of our Lord ; for the 
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Pontifical says it happened on the 38th, after 
the passion. Nicephorus says the 37th—Bin- 
nius says the 35th -A. D. 69—Onuphrius says 
it was thirty-four years, three months, four 
days after the passion, on the 29th of June, 
A.D. 68. 

These matters ought surely to be better re- 
conciled before articles of infallible faith be 
founded on them, and solemn oaths imposed, 
as to men’s belief of their truth, which has 
been done by the popes of Rome to the Roman 
clergy. , 

Another question, connected with Roman 
tradition, is equally unsettled. The Pontifical 
says that Peter and Paul suffered both on 
the same day—Prudentius says it was on the 
same day of the week, but not in the same 
year—Binnius says it was the same day of the 
month, though not in the same year. 

A similar discordancy of opinion appears in 
another question, which concernsthe church of 
Rome ina vital manner, and in which a per- 
fect unanimity ought to exist. I mean as tothe 
successor of St. Peter, in his pretended episco- 
pacy. As to the other questions, an uncer- 
tainty, arising from imperfeet calendars, might 
be tolerated ; but, as to the real and true suc- 
cessor of St. Peter, there ought to be no second 
opinion among men who pretend to derive 
every one of their extraordinary prerogatives 
in right of that alleged succession, 
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Treneus, bishop of Lyons, who wrote in the 
second century, tells us that both Peter and 
Paul ordained Linus first bishop of Rome, and 
that Anacletus succeeded Linus, and Clement 
succeeded Anacletus (lib. 3, c. 3.) 

Optatus (lib. 2, contra Parm.) ranks Linus 
next after Peter, and so does St. Austin. Ter- 
tullian places Clement next after Peter (lib. 
de Pres.) Jerome does the same a 25th 
Isaiah.) 

Platina says Linus was second, ‘and that he 
presided oe years, three months, and twelve 
days. 

Binnius says that Linus was pope only aieah 
years, two months, and three days, and quarrels 
with Pope Dihniattis for having fixed the time 
of Cletus at twelve years,one month, and eleven 
days. 

Onupbrius, who certainly was a man of gene- 
~neral learning, takes an immensity of pains to 
extricate his friends out of this labyrinth of diffi- 
culties and incongruities, and marshals the 
popes in the following order :— 

Linus, eleven years, three months, twelve 
days. 

Clement, nine years, four months, twenty- 
six days. 

Cletus, six years, five months, three days. 

Anacletus, twelve years, two months, ten 
days. 

And in order to make iiates and circumstances 
quadrate, he says that Linus was only a suffra- 
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gan under Peter during eleven years, three 
months, twelve days, except twenty-six days, 
during which, however, he was only coadjutor 
to Clement, the wmmediate successor. 

In such a volume of uncertainties, it is a 
subject almost for ridicule, to see Onuphrius, 
asif he had been an eye witness, excerpt twenty- 
six days exactly, neither more nor less. | 

This, no doubt, is a very fine drawn artificial 
scheme of reconciling incongruities, and has the 
merit of originality, for Onuphrius was the first 
inventor, as none of the ancients make any 
mention of suffragans ; but they all considered 
Linus as mucha real pope as they did Clement, 
orany of the rest. The scheme seems to have 
hit the fancy of Bellarmine, who chimes in, 
and argues that Peter left the episcopal chair 
to Clement, who, through modesty, as long as 
Linus and Cletus lived, declined the honor.— 
He adds, however, that some authors name 
Clement first, because he was appointed suc- 
cessor by Peter. Really he traces the fiction 
of nolo episcopari to a very early origin ; and 
Icaunot see how Clement could postpone the 
fulfilment of his episcopal duties if he had been 
really and truly ordained bishop of Rome by 
Peter himself. 

In truth, there perhaps never was such a 
pile of fanciful and unreal hypothesis heaped 
up by the imagination of man, as that we have 
now exhibited; and, if there were no other 
argument against the original fiction, this, of 
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itself, ought to convince us that the entire story 
of Peter’s episcopacy at Rome was a human in- 
vention, to do honor to the bishop of the Impe- 
rial capitol ; and we know. from scripture that, 
even in the lifetime of the apostles themselves, 
envyings and factious strife existed in particular 
churches, as to the honor of their founder. St. 
Paul reproves those of Corinth very sharply for 
their carnal disputes: one saying, “Iam of 
Paul”—< T of Apollos”’—“< 1 of Cephas,’” &c. 
This shews us clearly that such disputes did 
exist, and it was by no means unlikely that 
those of the circumcision at Rome would be 
very forward in their boastings, that they re- 
ceived the faith from Peter himself, though he 
had never been in Rome; as those in Corinth 
had done, though it is not pretended that any 
authentic tradition asserts that Peter actually 
preached at Corinth, and scripture most cer- 
tainly does not affirm it. 

It must appear a very extraordinary circum- 
stance that neither Onuphrius nor Bellarmine, 
in such a difficult crisis of their affairs, in such 
a very troublesome, and awkward dilemma, 
never once thought of St. Paul, asa fit and 
proper person to act as deputy coadjutor, or 
whatever other name may be given to the offi- 
cial, during the many and necessary absences 
of St. Peter from his pretended see, especially 
as we know from scripture that St. Paul was, at 
least, once in Rome, and continued to preach 
there, in his own hired house, for two whole 
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years, no one forbidding ; besides, we also know 
from St. Paul’s epistle to the believers at Rome, 
‘that he was most anxious for their salvation, 
and wished to confer on’them some spiritual 
gift, being, as he told them, the apostle of the 
Gentiles. Above all, we learn from scripture, 
that, whilst a prisoner in the east, shortly before 
he had appealed to Cesar, “‘ The Lord stood 
by him, and said, be of good cheer, Paul; for 
as thou hast testified of meat Jerusalem, so 
must thou bear witness also at Rome.” 

Now, who will be so daring as to say that the 
Lord of life, as well as of truth, would, at so late 
a period of St. Paul’s ministry, have given him 
a direct, a formal, and divine commission to be 
a witness of the truth of his gospel in Rome, if 
the blessed Peter had previously founded a 
church at Rome and appointed himself bishop? 
Jt is impossible: and on this one circumstance 
1 would firmly rely against all the hearsays, 
tales, and traditions which have ever been 
devised, or ever will be devised in favor of 
the absurd, the unchristian supremacy of the 
pope. 

It is, therefore, manifest, that the sien 
framer of this fable, fiction, or rather forgery, 
must have been utterly unacquainted with the 
sacred scripture ; and it is also evident that the 
ancient fathers, (who take it for granted) as 
Bellarmine says, must have done so without 
due, or, perhaps, without any examination ; and 
the splendour of the imperial see, after the con- 
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version of the emperor Constantine the Great, 
shone with such lustre and brilliancy that men’s 
minds were dazzled, so that they did not look 
at the merits of the traditionary tale with any 
scrutinizing jealousy, but received it favorably 
in honor of the imperial bishop and in defe- 
rence to the venerable antiquity by which it 
affected to be sustained. 
Now, with this scripture before their eyes, 
by which a divine commission is given to Paul 
to bear witness in Rome, it is most strange that 
those reconcilers of fabulous traditions never 
once thought of St. Paul; on the contrary, 
they all appear to be led astray by the spurious 
epistle ascribed to St. Clement of Rome, in 
which it is asserted that Peter ordained Clement 
and placed him in his own chair. This forged 
epistle, written to James after his death, seems 
to have held out the ignis fatuus which led all 
_ the sanguine votaries of papal tradition astray 
and made them run into endless contradictions, 
Almost all, including even the Pontifical and 
Platina, who maintain that Peter was bishop of 
Rome, also affirm that he was seven years bishop 
of Antioch previously. Onuphrius, however, 
being well aware that this episcopacy of Antioch 
was ‘palpably ‘contradicted by St. Luke, in his 
history of the Acts of the Apostles, strenuously 
argues that Peter did not leave Palestine before 
the second of Claudius, “ As is most evident, 
(says he} from the history of the Acts and St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians. Eusebius says 
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the same, and I have elsewhere proved by many 
reasons. All authors who mention Peter’s 
coming to Rome affirm that he arrived there 
in the second of Claudius. How, then, could 
he have sat seven years at Antioch previously ? 
But, from the testimony of ancient authors, I 
have thus settled the matter. In the tenth 
year of the passion, (being still the second of 
Claudius) St. Peter, after his deliverance from 
prison, having spent a year in preaching, on his.. 
journey to Rome, (it isa pity he does not tell us 
in what places and by what route he came) did 
arrive in that city on the eighteenth of January, 
from which period to the time of his death was 
about twenty-five years. But, four years after- 
wards, i. e. the seventh of Claudius, the Jews 
being banished by an edict, he was forced to 
leave Rome and return to Jerusalem. Agrippa, 
for fear of whom he had fled from Judea, being 
now dead, there he was present at the apostolic 
council and death of the Blessed Virgin ; from 
whence, leaving the Apostle James at Jerusa- 
lem, he went to Antioch, where he remained 
seven years, until the death of Claudius and 
beginning of the reign of Nero, when, with 
Mark, the evangelist, he returned to Rome and 
re-established the decaying church, appointed 
Linus and Cletus his suffragan bishops or dele- 
gates, and admonished Mark to write his gospel. 
Afterwards he travelled almost throughout all 
Europe, returned to Rome in company with St. 
Paul when Nero was persecuting the Chris- 
NO. VIL Hu 


48 


tians as authors of the conflagration that hap- 
pened in the rast year of his reign, and, after 
he had chosen Clement to be bishop of Rome, 
was crucified on the twenty-ninth of June, 24 
years, 5 months, 12 days, after he had first come 
to that city.” 

To do Onuphrius justice, he tells this long 
and circumstantial tale very well, and displays 
great ingenuity in rendering the parts appa- 
renily very consistent among themselves ; but, 
as I said before, it isa mere artificial but a very 
ingenious gloss upon the various fables and fic- 
titious reports which, from time to time, had 
been advanced by the advocates of papal great- 
ness. Though he alleges that he had collected 
this series of facts from ancient authors, he 
neglects to mention the name of any one out of 
the many, as his authority. But the whole story 
is contradicted by scripture; for St. Peter was 
in Judea on the fourth of Claudius, in which 
year Agrippa, who had cast him into prison, 
_ died, and the edict issued by Claudius against 
the sews was subsequent to the council als the 
apostles held at Jerusalem, and therefore could 
not be the cause of Peter’s leaving Rome to 
attend that council. He asserts that Peter, 
immediately after the council, left Jerusalem 
and went to Antioch, which is also contrary to 
scripture; for Barnabas, Paul, Judas, Silas, 
(Acts 15) with the brethren who had come 
from Antioch in consequence of the controversy 
about cireumcision, left St. Peter at Jerusalem, 


49 


and they, having been dismissed by the apostles, 
carried the decree with them to the church at 
Antioch, which church had been originally 
founded by those scattered abroad in the per- 
secution consequent to the martyrdom of 
Stephen, and subsequently confirmed by Bar- 
nabas and finally established by Paul and Bar- 
nabas, conjointly. In which church also, St, 
Luke tells “Us, the disciples were first called 
Christians; so that Onuphrius has no authority 
for his tale, that Peter, after the council, went 
to Antioch and sat there seven years. It is 
quite impossible, The tale, in one part, also 
contradicts the history of Tacitus ; for Tacitus 
tells us that the great conflagration at Rome 
happened in the 10th of Nero, and not in the 
last year of his reign, as Onuphrius asserts, 
Notwithstanding the immense pains taken, 
and the ingenuity exercised by Onuphrius to 
. reconcile all discordances and to render con- 
' tradictions credible, we find that even Bellar- 
mine is not perfectly satisfied ; for he maintains 
that Peter did not remain full five years in 
Judea, after our Lord’s ascension, before he 
went to Antioch, where he was bishop near 
seven years, and then, and not before, he went 
to Rome. Here are pretty contradictions of two 
of the ablest and most strenuous advocates for 
papal supremacy, in right of St. Peter. As _ 
these contradict each other so flatly, it may be . 
fairly pronounced, that the arguments of 
neither merit any attention; for it is a principle 
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in logic, that an argument which would establish 
contradictions, proves nothing; and the honest 
inference is, that the cause those two champions 
undertook to defend, cannot be supported, and 
consequently, the testimonies relied on must be 
deemed forgeries. © 

Belews after having argued most elabo- 
rately for papal supremacy, in right of being 
the legitimate successors of St. Polen makes a 
remark which amounts to a proof of self-con- 
viction, He flippantly says, ‘‘ That though 
we should be ignorant of who was the real suc- 
cessor of St. Peter, this would be no argument 
that no one succeeded him.” Granted—if there 
were no doubt whatever about who was the 
predecessor ; but this is the grand question at 
issue ; and what Bellarmine says upon the point 
amounts to a concession that he did not know 
who was the actualsuccessor. Now, the real 
question being, was Peter first bishop of Rome ? 
any doubt about his successor necessarily 
throws a doubt upon his own episcopacy ; for 
we have the same testimony for the appoint- 
ment of a successor that we have for the epis- 
copacy of St. Peter. A doubt, therefore, about 
the successor, reflects as much doubt upon the 
predecessor, 

Baronius, another great champion for the 
prerogatives of the pope, and the privileges of 
Rome, on this question involves himself unwit- 
tingly in a contradiction ; for in his Annals he 
affirms that Peter died A. D. 69, that he went 
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to Antioch A. D. 39, where he sat seven years, 
and subsequently was bishop of Rome 25.— 
Now, if to 39 we add 25 and 7, the aggregate 
will amount to 71, so that, according to Ba- 
ronius, St. Peter must have been bishop of 
Rome, two years after his death.— Quod absur- 
dum. 

From all these circumstances, the entire tra- 
ditionary tale must appear a tissue of incongrui- ~ 
ties and absurdities, 

To recapitulate briefly, and to conclude this 

argument onthe affirmative authoritiesof Rome: 
We have seen that the alleged primacy of St. 
Peter over his fellow and co-equal apostles— 
his twenty-five years episcopacy at Rome ; and 
his delegated supremacy to Roman successors, 
for ever, constitute the very key-stoneof popery ; 
therefore, if any one of these three be over- 
turned, popery cannot support itself, but must 
tumble down with a crash. 

As to the first point, it has been so satisfac- 
torily refuted in the first dissertation, that none - 
who place reliance on the scriptures of the 
New Testament, can entertain any doubt that 
the Messiah left all his apostles perfectly equal, 
and forbade any competition for mastership ; 

and that any pre-eminence whatever, of a per- 

sonal kind, was tacitly conceded to St. James, 
who presided over the parent church at Jeru- 
salem, he having sprung from the same family 
-as Jesus Christ, according to the flesh, 
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It was also proved that multitudes of for- 
geries were produced, not to remedy the flaws 
of a bad or fictitious title, but to supply the 
absence of all title; which proceeding, if it 
happened in a judicial court, would damn the 
cause for ever; and why not in foro conscientia, 
when religion, which inyolyes the eternal in- 
terests of man, is the question ? We alsotraced 
the probable origin of the tradition of Peter 
having been at Rome, toa hearsay of the fabu- . 
list, Papias, who lived one hundred years afier 
the death of Peter, and many years after the 
publication of the Apocalypse of St. John. 

Eusebius, upon whom so much stress is laid, 
only says (1. 2, c. 25,) “ They write (or it is 
written) that Paul was beheaded at Rome, and 
Peter crucified ; and that which makes for the 
probability of the story (it is then a mere 
story) is, that there are cemeteries unto this 
day, bearing the names of Peter and Paul.” 

So that at the best, according to the judg- 
ment of Eusebius, the story, or report, was a 
matter of probability, and not of certainty, and 
‘consequently cannot be relied on as infallible 
authority, especially when, instead of being 
countenanced, it is discredited by scripture.— 
Besides, the attempt to thrust in forgeries into 
the Roman translations of Eusebius, as isproved 
by Scaliger and Valesius, renders the tale not 
only suspicious, but unworthy of credit. 

The same Eusebius records a grievous com- 
plaint made by Dionisius, a very early bishop 
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of Corinth: “ That the apostles of Satan had 
sown tares in his writings; omitting some things 
and adding others.” The learned Josephus 
Scaliger pronounces of some of these: “ That 
they cannot be believed by any who place faith 
in the history of the Acts of the Apestles+—” 
Post Dion. nemo, quod sciam scripsit eodem 
tempore Petrum cum Paulo Corinthi et Italia 
docuisse; et nemo ei concedet, nisi qui actis 
contraria sentire velit. (Seal. animad. p. 197.) 

After Dionisius, no one, as far as I know, 
hath written that Peter and Paul, at the same 
time, taught at Corinth and in Italy, and no one 
will grant it to him unles cne who wishes to 
think contrary tothe Acts of the Apostles. 

Idem, (Annot. ad Joh. 18) “ Quum igitur 
Petrus ad segs rovzr missus esset, videtur in dacwsge 
Asiana periisse, si conjecturee locus est, nam de 
ejus Romam adyentu, sede 25 annorum, et su- 
premo capitissupplicio, ibidem, nemo qui paulo 
humanior fuerit, credere possit.” 

Since, therefore, Peter was sent to those of 
the circumcision, it appears probable that he 
perished amongst the dispersed Jews of Asia, 
if we may form a conjecture; for, as to his com- 
ing to Rome, and his twenty-five years episco- 
pacy there, no one who isat all acquainted with 
general literature can believe. Salmasius en- 
tertained the same opinion: “ That Peter was 
put to death by Nero is not clear; for, if it can- 
not be proved that he ever was at Rome, how 
can it be said that he was crucified there?” I 
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would join Salmasius in opinion, “ that he suf- 
fered martyrdom at Babylon, if it be allowed to 
form a conjecture (divinare licet) in a doubtful 
matter.” —(Galleus ad Lactan. Inst. 1]. 4,c. 21.) 
Ciement, in his Epistle to the Corinthians, says, 

‘* Let us place before our eyes the excellent 
apostles. Peter, through unrighteous zeal, 
underwent not one or two, but many labours, 
till, at length, being martyred, he went to the 
place of glory which was due to him.’ In this 
epistle we have no intimation that Peter was 
crucified at Rome, or, in fact, that he ever was 
at Rome ; and yet, this Clement is said to have 
been the first pope after Peter. Speaking of 
Paul, in the same epistle, he says, “ Through 
zeal Paul obtained the reward of patience. Se- 
ven times he was in bonds, he was scourged, he 
was stoned; he preached both in the east and 
in the west; bedi having taught the whole world 
Hiblbteinen es, and coming to the borders of the 

west, (en) ro teen rho ductic) atid suffering martyr- 
dom under the governors, (i} ri» iyounéwr} he thus 


departed from the world, and went to the holy 


place.” Since, then, Clement wrote this epistle 
from Rome a very few years after the death 


of St. Paul, and yet says nothing whatever 


of Peter having, come to the west. How can 
the tradition of his crucifixion at Rome, and that 
along with St. Paul, be true, when Clement 
intimates the direct contrary? and, next to 
scripture, I estimate the authority of Clement. 
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If, then, corruptions were made in the works of 
Dionysius during his lifetime, who can pretend 
to set limits to those committed after his death ? 
It was, therefore, no great wonder that the 
early fathers, [reneus, Cyprian, Jerome, &c. 
were imposed on by the tales invented in honor 
of Rome. The foliowing sentence, quoted from 
Jerome (de viris illus) looks very like a sur- 
reptitious interpolation, because it contradicts 
revealed scripture :— | 

** Simon Petrus, princeps apostolorum, post 
episcopatum Antiochensis ecclesia, et predica- 
tionem dispersionis eorum, quide circumcisione, 
crediderant in Ponto, Galatia, Cappadocia, 
Asia, &c. Secundo Claudii imperatoris, anno, 
ad expugnandum Simonem Romam pergit.” 

“ Simon Peter, prince of the apostles, after 
his episcopacy over the church of Antioch, and 
his preaching to the dispersed of the circum- 
cision who had believed in Pontus, Galatia, 
Cappadocia, Asia, &c. In the second year of 
the reign of Claudius, came to Rome to oppose 
Simon Magus.” 

The above is so contrary to the facts of re- 
vealed history that I cannot bring myself to 
believe that it contains the genuine sentiments 
of St. Jerome. } 

A quotation from a decretal epistle, fathered 
upon pope Cornelius, who sat about 254, may 
throw some light upon the story of the ceme- 
teries :—‘* Cornelius to his dear and most be-— 
loved brethren, the sons of the holy church of 
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God, and to all them that serve our Lord in 
the right faith, considering the benevolence of 
your charity, because ye are lovers of the 
apostles, and hold their faith, I determined to 
write unto you (the Lord being the author) 
some of those things which are necessary to be 
known, and which, the Lord assisting, and by 
the merits of the apostles, were lately done 
among us, in the church of a tie or are now 
din! reece! 

“« Wherefore, I beseech you, rejoice with us, 
because by the entreaty of a certain devout 
woman and most noble matron, Lucina, the 
bodies of Peter and Paul were lifted out of the 
catatumbe, (catacumbe*) and first of all, the 
body of the blessed Paul was carried in silence, 
and put in the grounds of the aforesaid matron, 
in the Ostiensian way (street) near to that side 
where he was beheaded. But afterwards we 
reeelyed the body of the blessed Peter, prince 
of the apostles, and decently laid it near the 
place where he was crucified, among the 
bodies of the holy bishops, in the temple of 
Apollo, in the Golden Mountain, in the 
Vatican of Nero’s palace, the 3d day of the 
calendsof July,” &c. &e. 


* These catacombs here mentioned, were vast public 
vaults, cut out at a very early period by Heathen Rome, as 
burial places for the populace, especially slaves. Therefore, 
they could not be the workmanship of the primitive Christians. 
e~(Docror Burnet’s Letters.) 
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That this epistle is a forgery will appear 
evident from this, that during the pontificate 
of Cornelius, under Decius, one of the most 
horrid persecutions raged which ever afflicted 
the christian church. How then was it possible | 
for. Madame Lucina, in such a pompous and 
solemn manner,.to take up the bones of the 
apostles two hundred years after their death ? 
And how is it at ali consistent with history, that 
the Heathens would have permitted the bones 
of an apostle to be henorably interred in the 
temple of Apullo? The fact is impossible— 
even Bellarmine and Binnius admit, that an 
error appears to have crept into this epistle, 
amongst the other errors of the pontifical 
ascribed to pope Damasus; for, say they, ‘“‘ More 
truly this translation happened in the first age, 
a little after their passion.” And this pretends 
to be proved by the authority of Gregory the 
Great, who was later than Cornelius by three 
centuries. The very circumstance that Corne- 
lius suffered martyrdom in this persecution, 
ought to discredit the whole story. Besides, 
how could the same body be interred in so 
many places at the same time ? I shall only 
remark, that were this sepulchral tale true, 
and (though contrary to every ground of pro- 
bability) were it admitted that St Peter and St, 
Paul suffered martyrdom at Rome, in the 14th 
of ‘Nero, still these concessions would be of no 
service to popery ; for, it matters not in what 
place, or after what manner, these two apostles 
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received the crown of martyrdom, this bas 
nothing to do with Peter’s twenty-five years 
episcopacy at Rome, or the pope’s supremacy, 
which are the two allegations I have undertaken 
absolutely to refute. 7 

It is but fair, with honest candour to state, 
that several Protestant writers of high charac- 
ter, have taken this tradition, of Peter having . 
been at Rome, for granted, as Bellarmine 
says many of the ancient fathers did, and as 
the author of this dissertation says for himself, 
that, eighteen months ago, he also, without due 
examination, took for granted. Of English 
writers, perhaps none have argued with more 
force than Lardner, in favour of the popish 
tradition; but even he decides, after a very 
learned comment, that St. Peter could not 
have come to Rome earlier than 63, i. e. twenty 
years after his arrival, according to the cham- 
pions for popery. 

He remarks that Nicephorus, in his crono- 
lography, written in the beginning of the ninth 
century, computes Peter’s episcopate at Rome 
at two years duraticn only. He quotes from 
Basnage also, that Lactantius, who was a little 
more ancient than Eusebius, and who delivers 
(tradit.) that Peter did not come to Rome in 
the reign of Claudius, but in that of Nero. 
But the almost universal tradition of Romanists 
fixes his arrival in the second of Claudius. Cave 
says he doubts not but that Peter suffered A. D. 
65, under Nero, during the persecution, yet 
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‘all Romanists aver that he suffered in the 
fourteenth of Nero, i.e. in the fourth year after 
Nero’s persecution, 

[ shall set down the accounts given us by 
Onuphrius and Bellarmine, in contrast with 
each other : | 

Onuphrius says, “ It is most evident from the 
history of the Acts of the Apostles, and St. 
Pauls epistle to the Galatians, that St. Peter 
had not gquitted Judea until the second of 
Claudius, i. e. ten yearsafter the passion. How 
then (he asks) could he be seven years bishop 
of Antioch previously ?”* 

Bellarmine says, First, “ That Peter re- 
mained in Judea after the passion, five years 
nearly, in which time St. Paul paid him the 
visit mentioned.”—Gal. I. 

S:cond, “ He then removed to Antioch, and . 
was bishop there almost seven years, but during 
this time preaclied the gospel in the neighbour- 
ing provinces.” 

Third, “ In the seventh year after his epis- 
copacy at Antioch, he returned to Jerusalem, 
and was there imprisoned.” 

Fourth, “ Having been miraculously released 
from prison in the same year, 1. e. in the second 
of Claudius, he came to Rome, and there fixed 
his chair, which he held twenty-five years, until 
his martyrdom.” 

Fifth, “ Within seven years after his first 
arrival, he left Rome on account of the edict 

* For the rest see page 47. 
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of Claudius, which commanded all Jews to 
depart from that city, mentioned in Acts 18, 
and returned to Jerusalem, where he attended 
the council of the apostles, when Paul had 
come up from Antioch.”—Acts 15. 

Sixth, “ After the death of Claudius, he re- 
turned again to Rome, and continued there 
until the 14th of Nero, in which year both he 
aud Paul suffered martyrdom.” 

it may be well to quote the opinion of Ha- 
loixius (Societatis Theologus in vita Ign. T. J, 
c.11,) who reasons very pertinently in favour 
of the negative of Peter’s seven years early 
episcopacy at Antioch : 

“ Ifthe holy Peter, before these times, had 
been at Antioch, and had founded a church, 
and established his own chair in that place, &e. 
St. Luke, in the [1th chapter, having just made 
mention of the Acts of Peter, light to have 
spoken not only of these men of Cyprus and 
Cyrene, but much rather of Peter, if, indeed, 
he had been so long there, that even then he 
was esteemed bishop of Antioch. Therefore 
(he infers) he had not as yet arrived there, 
because St. Luke says nothing of the matter! !”’ 

The foregoing authority, which supports the 
opinion of Onuphrius against Bellarmine, had 
almost escaped my notice, though it supplies a 
proof that others as well as Protestants, can 
argue for the negative, from the silence of St. 
Luke. 
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Such are the conflicting solutions of the diffi 
culties attending this tradition, which are given 
us by the greatest advocates of Roman prero- 
gative, i.e. popery. 

Now we may truly affirm that Ptolemy never 
displayed more ingenuity in the invention of 
cycles and epicyles, to solve the phenomena of 
planetary motion, according to his pre-con- 
ceived false system of astronomy, than these | 
great sophists display in their fruitless efforts 
to accommodate the false traditions of Rome 
to scripture and true history. Reader, I 
pray turn your eyes to the fifth head 
of Bellarmine’s hypothesis, and note well 
the direct contradiction ; in the first mem- 
ber he affirms that Peter was compelled to aban- 


~ - don his chair at Rome, in consequence of the 


-edict of Claudius, of which he says St. Luke 
gives an account, in the 18th chapter of the 
Acts: but, in the last member, he tells us that 
Peter, having come to Jerusalem, attended the 
council held there, of which St. Luke had given 
an account in the fifteenth chapter of the Acts. 
Any one at all acquainted with the history of 
the Acts must know, that the facts mentioned 
by St. Luke, in the fifteenth chapter, were con- 
siderably anterior to those mentioned in the 
eighteenth chapter of the same history, and 
consequently, the council at Jerusalem must. 


have been held before the edict of Claudius 
was issued. 3 
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Such a palpable contradiction ought to con- 
demn the entire scheme of fictitious religion 
attempted to be supported by those sophistical 
advocates, if men would ailow their unbiassed 
reason to consider the subject coolly and dis- 
passionately. 1 entreat the candid reader to 
turn also to the eighteenih chapter of the Acis, 
in which he will find it recorded, that St. Paul, 
on his arrival at Corinth, met with Aquila and 
Priscilla, just come from Rome, in consequence 
of the edict of Claudius Cesar. He will also 
observe, that St. Paul had previously attended 
the council, as is narrated in the fifteenth chap- 
ter, after which council he carried the decree 
to Antioch, adistance of three hundred miles, 
and after having staid there for some time, he 
‘* went through Syria and Cilicia, confirming 
the churches.” He then went to Derbe and 
Lystra, cities of [conium, from which he pro- 
ceed throughout Phrygia, aud the region of 
Galatia, and passing through Mysia, he ar- 
rived at Troas, on the sea coast. From Treas 
he sailed to Macedonia, where he found a 
Roman colony, settled at Philippi. Having 
left this place he passed through Amphipolis 
and Apollonia, and came to Thessalonica, from 
which he went to Berea, thence to Athens, 
where he preached his celebrated sermon on 
the hill of Mars. From Athens he went to 
Corinth, where he met the Jews who had fled 
from Rome, in consequence of the edict of 
Claudius. 
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if any one will trace on the map this very 
long and circuitous journey, taken by St. Paul 
from Jerusalem to Corinth, making due allow- 
ance for the time occupied by him in preach- 
ing and confirming the old and in planting new 
churches, he will be convinced that the inter- 
val of time between the council held at Jerusa- 
lem and the edict of Claudius, must have been 
considerable, indeed. This conclusion, there- 
fore, irresistibly follows : that if the sacred 
scriptures be true, the religion of Bellarmine, 
&c. which contradicts it, must be false. 

At present I shall not pursue the argument 
farther, but abandon their human traditions, | 
human authorities, fictions and forgeries; and 
turn myself to the revealed oracles of truth, 
from which I trust, with the assistance of the 
holy spirit, L shall be able to prove with de- 
monstrative evidence, that St. Peter never was 
bishop either of Antioch or Rome, nor ever 
founded a church at the one place or the other, 
and consequently the entire system of popery 
is a fabrication devised by worldly men to pro- 
mote their temporal interests. 
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In this Section it is fully proved from sacred 
seriplure, that St. Peter never was bishop 
either of Antioch or Rome. 


Havine in the preceding section fully refuted 
the arguments advanced by Remanists in the 
affvmative, that St. Peter was bishop of An- 
tioch seven years, and‘of Rome twenty-five, it 
remains for me now to redeem my pledge, and 
to prove from the sacred scriptures, given us 
by the inspiration of God, that St. Peter never 
founded a church either at Antioch or Rome, 
and that consequently he could not bea bishop 
properly so called, in either place; and if not 
bishop of Rome, then a fortiori, he could not 
delegate to the pope of Rome any supremacy 
over the universal church, in right of any suc- 
cession pretended to be derived from him. 


Without further prefatory observations, I 
shall now enter upon the discussion of the main 
question, was St. Peter ever bishop of Rome r 
But as the prelude to his episcopacy at Rome, 
namely, his pretended episcopacy at Antioch, 
is so connected with his alleged ep ee at 
of Suits “as being more natural, ¢leat and 
simple ; and to prove first by scripture records, 
either that the inspired word of God delivered 
tous by his evangelists and apostles is false, or 
the Roman tradition, that St. Peter was seven 
years bishop of Antioch, cannot be true, 

To prove that St. Peter was not the founder 
of the church at Antioch, nor bishop of that 
see, it willbe suificient to take a review of the 
early part of the history of the Acts of the 
Apostles, as it is given to us by the inspired 
and evangelical historia, St. Luke, 

In the first chapter of this history, St. Luke 
informs us, that ihe eleven apostles were as- 
sembled at Jerusalem, after the ascension of 
the Messiah, according to his own command, 
that they should coiitinue ai Jeriisalem until he 
sent them the promised paraclete, which com- 
mand they most sirictly obeyed. We also learn 
that on the suggestion of Peter, that some one 
of those who had consorted with them from 
the baptism of St. Jolin, “ unto the sanie day 
that he (the Messiah) was taken from us, 
should be ordained to be a witness, with us, of 
his resurrection,”’—Chap. 1, ¥. 23. “ And 
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they appointed two, Joseph called Barnabas, 
who was surnamed Justus, and Matthias. And 
they prayed and said, thou Lord, which know- 
est the hearts of all men, shew whether of these 
two thou hast haere and they gave forth 
their lots ; and the lot fell upon Muisiine: ; and 
he was numbered with the eleven apostles.” 

If there were no other argument against the 
popish doctrine of Peter’s primacy, ‘taryisbad 
in any other place of sacred scripture, we have 
here a demonstrative proof that Peter possessed 
no such prerogative ; for if he had possessed 
such a prerogative, this was a fit occasion for 
its exercise ; but we see that the other ten 
apostles were as much concerned in the ap- 
pointment of Matthias as Peter, ergo Peter 
possessed no primacy in the church of Christ, 
and consequently the supremacy claimed by 
the pope of Rome, in right of being the suc- 
cessor of St. Peter, must be pronounced an 
invention of men, totally destitute of scripture 
authority. 

In the second Chapter, we have a most 
interesting and delightful account of the 
pouring forth ef the promised gifts of the Holy 
Ghost, upon ali the disciples, equally, (c. 2, 
v. 1.) ‘ And when the day of Pentecost was 
fully come, they (the twelve apostles) were all, 
with one accord, in one place, &c. v. 3. And 
there appeared unto them cloven tongues, like 
as of fire, and it sat upon each of them, and. 
they were all filled with the Holy Ghost,” &c, 
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In this miraculous diffusion of the gifts of the 
Holy Spirit, we can discern no distinction made 
in favor of any particular apostle, for the histo- 
rian says, “It sat upon each of them—they 
were all filled with the Holy Ghost. 

In the third chapter we have an account of 
a most powerful sermon, preached by St. Peter 
to the Jews, who had been astonished at the 
miracle performed by Peter upon a lame man, 
as he and John were about to enter into the 
temple. 

In the fourth chapiteny we learn that Peter 
and John were both imprisoned by the Saddu- 
cees, because they preached the resurrection 
from the dead, f ‘*y 

In the fifth we have an account of the awful 
punishment inflicted by Peter upon Annanias 
and Sapphira for sinning against the Holy 
Ghost. 

In the sixth we read of the appointment of 
seven deacons, one of whom, by name Nicholas, 
wasa proselyte of Antioch. It may be remarked 
_ that this is the first mention made of Antioch 
in the history of the Acts, 

It is manifest, from the second verse of this 
chapter, that Peter was present upon the occa- 
sion, and, therefore, still at Jerusalem; for the 
scripture tells us, “Then the twexve called 
the multitude of the disciples unto them, and 
said, it is not reason, that we should leave the 
word of God and ser ve tables: wherefore, bre- 
thren, look ye out among you seven men of 
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honest report, full of the Holy Ghost and wis- 
dom, whom we may appoint over this business,”’ 
&c. v.5. “ And the saying pleased the multi- 
tude, and they chose seven accordingly,” whom 
they set before the apostles, and when they 
(the twelve apostles) had prayed, they laid 
their hands on them. In this ordination of 
deacons, also, we cannot discover that St. Peter 
exercised or claimed any personal authority 
whatever, which he must have done had he 
been invested with a primacy over the other 
apostles ; on the contrary, St. Luke informs us, 
that the rweLve apostles called the multitude 
of the disciples to them, that they (all the apos- 
tles) prayed, and laid their hands on the seven 
deacons, who had been first elected by the 
people. 
- Inthe seventh chapter we have an account 
of the martyrdom of Stephen, who had been so 
lately elected and ordained one of the seven 
deacons; on this occasion mention is first made 
of Saul, (afterwards Paul) and we are told he 
was a young man; yet, when he was afterwards 
a prisoner at Rome, in his epistle to Phi- 
lemon, he calls himself Paul the aged ; there- 
fore it is probable that Peter had received his 
crown before Paul had become aged, for Peter 
was a married man before he was called te he 
a disciple. 

In the eighth we learn that, after the martyr- 
dom of Stephen, there was a great persecution 
ofthe church which was at Jerusalem, and 
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that the disciples were all scattered abroad 
throughout the regions of Judea and Samaria 
EXCEPT THE ApostLeEs. We therefore have 
scripture evidence that St. Peter was still in 
Jerusalem with the other apostles. In this per- 
secution Saul appears to have been very active ; 
for, at the martyrdom of Stephen, the witnesses 
laid down their clothes at his feet, and he is said. 
to have “made havoc of the church, entering 
into. every house, and haling men and women, 
committed them to prison.” That all this was 
done by authority, we learn from himself after- 
wards. pal 

Verse 4, “ Therefore, they that were scattered 
abroad went every where, through Judea and 
Samaria, preaching the gospel.” 

5, “ Then Philip one of the seven deacons) 
went down to the city of Samaria, (about forty- 
five miles from Jerusalem) and preached Christ 
unto them;” and, in v. 8, we are told, “ There 
was great joy in that city,” on account of the 
miracles he performed. 

13, “ Then Simon (a Jewish conjurer) him- 
self believed also! and when he was baptised, 
he continued. with Philip, and wondered, be- 
holding the miracles and signs that were done.” 

14, “ Now, when the apostles wHich WERE 
av JERUSALEM heard that Samaria had received 
the word of God, they sent unto them Peter 
and John.” 

This portion of scripture supplies a manifest 
proof that the pretended primacy of Peter was 
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unknown to St. Luke; for had St. Luke been 
apprised by the Holy Ghost, or otherwise, that 
St. Peter possessed a supremacy over the 
church of Christ, he never could have said 
that the apostles sent Peter and John, it being 
quite unusual for inferiors to send their su- 
periors on any spiritual commission. We may 
also pertinently remark, that this was the first 
occasion on which Peter had gone from Jerusa- 
lem, after the ascension. 

Inthe 9th chapter we have a most interest- 
ing account of St. Paul’s miraculous conver- 
sion, on his way to Damascus, with letters of 
authority from the high priest, and all the 
estate of the elders, as he himself informs us, 
in his address to the people, when a prisoner at 
Jerusalem, before he was sent to Rome. 

V. 20, “ And straightway he preached Christ 
in the synagogues (of Damascus), that he is 
the Son of God; but all that heard him were 
amazed, and said, isnot this he that destroyed . 
them who called on this name at Jerusalem, 
and came hither with that intent, that he might 
bring them bound unto the ehief priests. But 
Saul increased the more in strength, and con- 
founded the Jews which dwelt at Damascus, 
proving that this is the very Christ. And after 
that many days were fulfilled, the Jews tool 
eouncil to kill him! But their laying in wait 
was known to Paul, and they watched the gate 
day and night to kill him. Then the disciples 
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took him by night, and let him down by the 
wallina padees and when Saul was come to 
Jerusalem, he ied to join himself to the 
disciples, but they were all afraid of him, and 
believed not that he was a disciple. But Bar- 
nabas took him and brought him to the apostles, 
and declared unto them that he had seen the 
Lord in the way, and that he had spoken. to 
him, and how he had preached boldly at Da- 
mascus in the name of Jesus.” 

Now, it mustbe remarked that tho’ theaccount 
of this first visit of Paul to Jerusalem, after his 
conversion, is narrated in the 9th chapter of 
the Acts, in which the account of his conver- 
sion is also given, yet we learn from his epistle 
to the Galatians, that the space of three years 
intervened between his conversion and the first 
journey to Jerusalem ; for, Ep. ad Gals.c. 1, 
v.11. “ ButI certify you, brethren, that the 
Gospel which is preached of me, is not after 
man; for I neither received it of man, neither 
was I faught it, but by the Revelation of 
Jesus Christ.” V.17 “ Neither went I up fa 
Jerusalem to them which were apostles before 
me; but 1 went into Arabia, and returned 
again into Damascus. Then, after three years, 
l went up to Jerusalem to see Peter, and abode 
with him fifteen days. But other of the 
apostles I saw none, save James, the Lord’s - 
brother.” 

My motive in this place for Mofenniie to St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians is two-fold, 
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First—to shew that the interval between St. 
Pauls conversion and first visit to Jerusalem 
was three years, at least. 

Second—He declares himself that he went 
up to Jerusalem to see Peter. It must, there- 
fore, have been matter of notoriety, that Jeru- 
salem was the constant residence of St. Peter. 

The next circumstance relevant to our object, 
is mentioned vy. 28: “ He was with them (the 
apostles) coming in and going out at Jerusa- 
lem. And he spoke boldly in the name of the 
Lord Jesus, and disputed against the Grecians. 
But they went about to slay him, which, when 
the brethren knew, they brought him down to 
Ceesarea, and sent him forth to Tarsus (his 
native city).” 

From the foregoing scripture we learn, that 
Paul turned his attention to the Gentiles very 
early, according to his original commission ; 
for, immediately after his conversion, v. 15: 
“ But the Lord said unto him (Ananias) go 
thy way, for he (Paul) is a chosen vessel, to 
bear my name before the Gentiles, and kings, 
and children of Israel.” 

Of this divine commission to preach the 
gospel to the Gentiles, we also learn from him- 
self, when giving a full account of his conver- 
sion, life, nial doctrine, before Agrippa, c. 26, 

1 £5% 6 And I said, who art thou, Lord ? And 
he said, | am Jesus of Nazareth, whom thou 
persecutest. But rise and stand upon thy feet ; 
for J have appeared unto thee for this purpose, 
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to make thee a minister and a witness, both of 
these things which thou hast seen, and of those 
things, in the which, I will appear unto thee : 
delivering thee from the people, and from the 
Gentiles, unto whom I now send thee.— 
“ Whereupon, Oh! King Agrippa, T was not 
disobedient to the heavenly vision.” 

Nothing can be more clear than that St. 
Paul, from the commencement of his ministry, 
was destined by the Messiah to be the apostle 
of the Gentiles : which is an exposition both of 
what he himself says in shis epistle to the Gala- 
tians, and satisfactorily accounts for the solemn 
compact entered into between him and Peter, 
at Jerusalem, namely, that he (Paul) should 
go-to the heathens, and they (meaning Peter 
and the other apostles) to the circumcision. 

V.7. When they (the apostles) saw that 
the gospel of the uncircumcision was committed 
unto me, as:the gospel of;the circumcision. was 
unto Peter.; for He that wrought effectually 
in Peter to the apostleship of the cireum- 
cision, the same was mighty in me towards, the 
Gentiles.” 

V. 9,‘ And when James,:Cephas, and John, 
whoseemed tobe pilla rs, perceived the gracethat 
was given unto me and Barnabas, they gave to 
me and Barnabas:the right hands of fetlow- 
ship ; that we should go unto the Heathen, 
and they unto the circumetsion.” 

Take notice, Reader, that this compact, was 
entered into at Jerusalem, when St. Paul went 
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there to attend the council held A. D. 49, or 
52, according to the opinion of many ; but to 
take the year 49, as being more favourable to 
the Roman tradition, even this date is six years 
posterior to the time at which they unanimously 
affirm St. Peter planted a church in Rome, and 
fixed his chairthere, which is clearly impossible, 
if the scripture given us by St. Paul and St. 
Luke, be true—besides, the church of Rome 
was a Gentile ehurch, as we learn from St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. ) 

‘Fo proceed with our analysis of the 9th ehap- 


’ ter, we find that after St. Paul was safely dis- 


missed from Jerusalem, and conveyed to 
Cesarea, he went straight to Tarsus, his native 
city, where we learn Barnabas afterwards found 


him, and brought him to Antioch. 


In v. 3E it is said, “ then had the churches 


rest throughoutJudea and Galilee,and Samaria.” 


32. * And it came to pass, as Peter passed 
throughout all quarters (meaning of Judea) 
he came also down to the Saints, which 
dwelt at -Lydda, where he healed one 
fEneas, who had been sick of a palsy eight 
years. From this place he went to Jon; 
on the sea coast, about forty miles from Jeru- 
salem, where he brought Tabitha to life, after 
she had been dead some time, and laid in an 
upper room. 

V. 43. “ And it came to pass that he fancied 
many days in Joppa, with one Simon, a tanner.” 
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it may be remarked here, that all the places 
mentioned arein the neighbourhood of Jerusa- 
lem, and that, except ae Peter had been’sent 
along with John to Samaria, and on the present 
occasion, we have no reason to believe that 
Peter had, as yet, extended his labours beyond 
the boundaries of Judea. 

In the tenth chapter we have an account of 
the conversion of Cornelius, a centurion of the 
Italian band, at Czesarea, not far from Joppa, 
where Peter was residing with Simon, a tanner. 
From this chapter we al learn, that Peter had 
hitherto scrupulously adhered to the command 
of preaching the gospel to the Jews first, begin- 
ning at Jerusalem, and it required a miraculous 
vision to induce him to enlarge his commission. 

Verse 1}. While in a trance, “ He saw hea- 
ven opened, and a certain vessel descending 
unto him, as it had been a great sheet, knit at 
the four corners, and let down to the earth; 
wherein were all manner of four-footed beasts 

of the earth,” &c. 

13. “ And there eame a voice to him: Rise, 
Peter, kill and eat. But Peter said, not so, 
Lord, for I have never eaten any thing that is 

common or unclean. And the voice spake 
unto him again, a second time: What God death 
cleansed call not thou common.” 

34. “ Then Peter opened his mouth and said, 
Of a truth, I perceive that God is no respecter 
of persons: but, in every nation, (consequently 
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in every church—ergo, in the Protesiant) he 
that feareth him aud worketh rightzousnes 3s 
accepted of him.” 

From this scripture it is manifest that St. Peter 
had hitherto restricted the blessings of the gos- 
pel to those of the circumcision exclusively, and 
that, before this period, he had not gone to the 
Gentiles, and therefore could not have founded 
a church at Antioch, according to Roman ira- 
dition, which avers that he had been bishop of 
Antioch before the time he had this miraculous 
vision. Such tradition evidently sets sacred 
scripture at defiance and tramples upon its 
authority. 

V. 45. “ And ath of the circumcision which 
believed, were astonished,.as many as came with 
Peter, beeause that on the Gentiles, also, was 
poured out the gift of the Holy Ghest.” 

In the llth chapter we will find that Peter 
was compelled to. enter mto a formal defence 
for holding any communion with Gentiles. 

C. 11, v.12. “* And when Peter was come up 
to Jerusalem from Czsarea, they that were of 
the circumcision contended with him, saying, 
Thou wentest into. menuncircumcised, and dids¢ 
eat with them.” | 

AfterPeter had made his defence we read, v. 
18, “ When they heard these jthings they held 
their peace, and glorified Seodsasy ines g, then hath 
Ged also to the iGensiles granted repentance 
unto life.” 
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From the preceding scripture, and the cir- 
cumstances connected with the conversion of 
Cornelius, we learn two things: 

First, That this was the first occasion on 
which Peter had any intercourse with the Gen- 
tiles. 

Second, That, though heaven directed, he 
was compelled to make a defence to those of 
the circumcision ; which proves that he was not 
considered by then as having an uncontroulable 
power over the church of Christ, which papists 
claim for the pope of Rome. 

This reasoning is further confirmed in the 
‘19th verse: “ Now they which were scattered 
abroad, upon the persecution which arose about 
Stephett, travelled as far as Phenice,and Cyprus, 
and Antioch, preaching the word to none but 
Jews only. From all this it is quite evident 
that none of the twelve apostles had as yet left 
Palestine, or had preached Christianity promis- 
cuously to Jews and Gentiles; Even St. Paul, 
the divinely appointed apostle of the Gentiles, 
in every place commenced his preaching to the 
Jews first; for, in his account of himself before 
Agrippa, “ Whéereipon; O King Agrippa! I 
was not disobedient to the heavenly vision; but 
shewed first unto them of Damascus, and at 
Jerusalem, and throughout all the coasts of 
‘Judea, and then to the Gentiles, that they should 
repent and turn to God, and do works meet for 
repentance. For these causes the Jews caught 
‘yne in the temple, and went about to kill me.” 
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It is clear also, from Paul’s account of his 
conversion, given to the Jews from the stairs of 
the vastle of Antonia, in Jerusalem, c. 22, v. 17: 
(A And it came to pass, that, when I was come 
again to Jerusalem, even while I prayed in the 
temple, [ was in atrance; and | saw him saying 
unto me, Make haste, get thee quickly out of 
Jerusalem ; for they will not receive thy testi- 
mony concerning me”’—v. 21. “ And he said, 
Depart, for 1 will send thee far hence unto the 
Gentiles,” 

In vy. 22, chap. Il, * Then tidings of these 
things (namely, that the gospel had been 
preached to Jews at Phenice, Cyprus, and 
Antioch) came to the ears of the church, 
which was at Jerusalem, and they sent forth 
Barnabas, that he should go as far as Antioch.” 
From this it is evident that the church which 
was at Jerusalem sent forth Barnabas, as far as 
Antioch, by the same authority, and for the 
same purpose, of preaching the gospel, as they 
had before sent Peter and John to Samaria. 

VY, 24. Weare told that Barnabas was a good 
man, “and full of the Holy Ghost, and of 
faith; and much people were added unto the 
Lord.”’ 

After this great succes on the part of Barna- 
bas, we further learn, vy. 25: ‘‘ Then departed 
Barnabas to Tarsus, to seek Saul. And when 
he had found him, he brought him unto Antioch. 
And it came to pass, that a whole year they 
(Saul and Barnabas) assembled themselves with 
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the church, and taught much people. And the 
disciples were called Christians first at Antioch.” 
A.D. 44. 

In this analysis of scripture, my object is to 
prove, 

First, That the people of Antioch received 
the faith first from those who were scattered 
abroad, in the persecution which followed the 
martyrdom of Stephen, who, by authority, had 
limited their preaching to those of the circum- 
elsion. 

Second, That Barnabas had been sent forth as 
far as Antioch, on a special commission from 
the apostles, who still continued at Jerusalem. 
| Third, That he went to Tarsus, in Cilicia, for 
Paul, aud brought him to Antioch, where they 
both continued their joint labours and united 
efforts in the ministry during the space of a 
whole year, and assembled themselves with the 
church, in which church, we learn, the disciples 

were first called Christians. 

ft therefore follows, with full and convincing 
scripture evidence, that the Apostle Paul, and 
his colleague, Barnabas, formed an apostolic 
church at Antioch before St. Peter had quit 
Jerusalem or its immediate neighbourhood.— 
Romanists, therefore, must expunge the eleven 
first chapters of St. Luke’s history of the Acts 
of the Apostles, out of the records of scripture, 
before they can prove that Peter first founded a 
church at Antioch, and constituted himself 
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bishop over that church, and that for the space 
of seven years. 

This conclusion is fides confirmed by the 
three last verses of the eleventh chapter :— 
“« And in these days (i. e. whilst Paul and Bar- 
nabas were at Antioch) came Li dein from 
Jerusalem unto Antioch.’ 

V. 28. “ And there stood up one of them, 
named Agabus, and signified by the spirit that 
there sheuld be great dearth throughout all the 
world; which came to pass in the days of Clau- 
dius Cesar. Then the disciples, every man 
aceording to his ability, determined to send 
relief to the brethren who dwelt in Judea: 
‘which also they did, and sent it to the elders 
by the hands of Barnabas and Saul.” 

This makes the second visit of St. Paul to 
Jerusalem; (A. D. 44) and, we learn in the 
next, te. the twelfth chapter, that Peter was 
there ; for it is stated, v. 2, “« And he (Herod) 
killed James, the brother of John, with the 
sword ; and, because he saw it pleased the Jews, 
he proceeded further to take Peter also;” and 
this at the very time when Paul and Barnabas 

*were at Antioch, and had fully succeeded in 
establishing a Christian church there, of such 
‘great and such peculiar emimence of character, 
that the evangelical historian records, in this 
church the Deptoscdel of the gospel were first 
called Christians. 

From the beginning of the twelfth chapter 
we learn, with positive certainty, that St. Peter 
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was at Jerusalem during the transactions which 
are just mentioned, as having happened in 
Antioch; for, c. 12, v. 1, “ Now, about that - 
time, (namely, after the contribution was sent 
forward to Jerusalem by the hands of Barnabas 
and Saul) Herod, the king, stretched forth his 
hand to vex certain of the church. And he 
‘killed James, the brother of John, with the 
sword; and, because he saw it pleased the Jews, 
-he proceeded to take Peter also.” - 

V.4. “ And when he had apprehended him, 
he put him into prison, and delivered him to 
four quaternionsof soldiers, to keep him; intend- 
ing, after Easter, to bring him forth to the 
people.” 

A circumstance which followed the miracu- 
lous deliverance of Peter out of prison is worthy 
of remark, as illustrative of the pre-eminence of 
St. James in the church at Jerusalem: 

V. 17. “ But he, (Peter) beckoning unto 
them with the hand, to hold thei peace, declared 
unto them how the Lord had brought him out 
of prison. And he said, Go, shew these things 
unto James and to the brethren.” 

Hence we find that St. Peter himself shewed 
a deference to St. James, as president of the 
church at Jerusalem, which is neither conferred 
on St. Peter by any one else, nor is ever claimed 
by St. Peter himself; ie he could not be 
- supreme. 

That these occurrences happened in the 
fourth of Claudius, is evident from the sacred 
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text and profane history conjointly; for, i 
scripture we find that Agrippa, when he found 
that Peter escaped, commanded the guards to 
be put to death, after which, “ he went down 
from Judea to Cesarea,” in which place he, in 
a short time after, died. That this happened 
in the fourth of Claudius, which corresponds 
with the twelfth after the passion, is clear from 
Josephus, who informs us that Agrippa entered 
upon his reign over Judea in the second of 
Caius Caligula, (Antiq. 1. 18.) And (lib. 
19, c, 8) “ When Agrippa had reigned three 
years over all Judea, he came to the city of 
Cesarea, where he died,” being in his fifty- 
fourth year, and in the seventh of his reign; 
for he reigned four years under Caius Caligula, 
three of these were over Philip’s tetrarchy only, 
and on the fourth, that of Herod was added to 
it; and, besides those, he reigned three years 
under Claudius Cesar. Now, as he informs us 
that Caius wanted four months to complete his 
reign of four years, it follows that Agrippa, who 
began to reign in the second of Caius, and died 
in the seventh year of his reign, this event 
must have happened in the fourth of Claudius ; 
hence it manifestly follows, from this impartial 
testimony, that Peter was still at Jerusalem, in 
the fourth of Claudius, i. e. two years after the 
time that Romanists almost unanimously affirm 
he went to Rome, and founded a church there. 
Josephus also confirms the scripture account, 
so far as to state that Simon (Peter) had offended 
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Agrippa by asserting, before a multitude at 
Jerusalem, that he did not live a holy life, and 
should: be excluded the temple. (Antiq. 1. 19, 
e:7.) 

Concerning the famine which prevailed in 
Judea, we have a confirmation that it happened 
in the fourth of Claudius. 

V. 20. “ And Herod was highly displeased 
with them of Tyre and Sidon: but they came 
with one accord to him, and, having made Blas- 
tus, the king’s chamberlain, their friend, desired 
peace ; because their country was nourished by 
the king’s country ;” and, as this took place 
immediately before the death of Herod, which 
happened in the fourth of Claudius, this famine 
must have happened in that year.* 

In the 25th of this same chapter we read, 
s* And Barnabas and Saul returned from Jeru- 
salem, (to Autioch) when they had fulfilled 
their ninistry, (i.e. handed over the contribu- 
tions) and took with them John, whose surname 
was Mark.” 

It is, therefore, quite manifest that, as yet, 
(the fourth of Claudius) St. Peter had not left 
Jerusalem or its immediate neighbourhood, and 
therefore could ‘not have founded a church at 
Antioch, much less at Rome, the metropolis of 
the west. 

In the next chapter, i.e, the thirteenth, we 
learn that St. Paul and Barnabas, after their 


* Eusebius, in his chronicle, and Orosius, place this famine 
n the fourth of Claudius. 
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return to Antioch from Jerusalem, where Peter 
remained, they were selected from amongst the 
prophets and teachers of Antioch, and sent 
forth by the Holy Ghost, and departed. unto 
Seleucia (on the sea coast, in the vicinity of 
Antioch) trom which they sailed to Cyprus, 
which is nearly the same distance from Jerusa- 
lem as Antioch; in this island, we learn that 
they preached the word of God at Salamis, in 
the Jewish Synagogue, “ And they had John, 
(Mark, a native of Cyprus, and nephew to Bar- 
nabas) as their minister; and, having traversed 
the island, and converted, at Paphos, Sergius 
Paulus, the Roman deputy, they sailed. from 
Paphos and went to Perga, in Pamphilia, (a 
country in Asia Minor.) 

V.14. “ But when they departed from Perga, 
they came to Antioch, in Pisidia, and went into 
the synagogue on the sabbath day,” &c. 

From what is here stated, as well as at Cyprus, 
it is evident that Paul’s constant practice was, 
to address himself first to the Jews; for, in v. 42, 
«“ And when the Jews were gone out of the 
synagogue, the Gentiles besought that these 
words might be preached to shen the next sab- 

bath.” eaden, Paul tells us himself ‘ that it 
was necessary the word of God should first be 
spoken to the Jews; for, when the Jews contra- 
dicted and blasphemed,” v. 46, ‘‘ then Paul and 
Barnabas waxed bold, and said it was necessary 
that the word of God should first have been 
spoken to you; but, seeing you put it from you, 
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and judge yourselves unworthy of everlasting 
life, le, we turn to the Gentiles; for so hath the 
Lord.commanded us, saying, I Veg set thee to 
be a light of the Gentiles, that thou shouldst: 
be for salvation unto the ends of the earth.” 

‘48. “ And when the Gentiles heard this they 
were glad, and glorified the word of the Lord.” 

This appears to have been the first oceasion 
on which the true doctrine of the evangelical 
dispensation was fully developed to the Gentiles, 
and furnishes an additional argument that the 
apostles had not as yet gone forth from Jerusa- 
lem to preach the gospel unto the Gentiles, 
and, consequently, proves that St. Peter could 
not have deserted those of the circumcision 
in the east, whose great apostle he was, and 
gone to the metropolis of the west to found a 
church amongst the Roman Gentiles, whose 
apostle he was not. | 

V.149. ‘“ And the word of the Lord was 
published throughout all the region (of Pisi- 
dia.) 

50. “ But the Jews raised a_ persecution 
against Paul and Barnabas, and expelled them 
out of their coasts. 

Chap. 14. It appears, that, after Paul and 
Barnabas were driven from Antioch, in Pisidia, 
they went to Iconium, the capital of Lycaonia, 
_“ Where they went together into the syna- 
-gogue of the Jews, and so spake, that a great 
‘multitude both of the Jews, and also of the 
Greeks, believed.” 
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At this place, St. Luke informs us, they 
*“¢ Abode a long time, and the multitude of the 
city was divided ; and part held with the Jews, 
and part with the apostles.” From this place 
also, in consequence of an intended assault of 
the Gentiles with the Jews and their rulers,” 
tl mi to Lystra and ri cities of Lyea- 
chia.’ 

At Lystra, Paul having nena a diene from 
his mother’s womb, thie: people say “ the Gods 
are come down to us in the likeness of men,” and 
they called Barnabas Jupiter, and Paul Mer- 
cury, because he was the principal speaker.— 
And the people brought oxen and garlands, 
and would have offered sacrifice, on which 
Paul and Barnabas rau in amongst the people, 
crying out, “ Sirs, why do ye hese things? we 
also are men of like passions with you, and 
preach unto you, that you should turn from 
these vanities unto the living God, which made 
heaven and earth, and the sea, and all things 
that are therein ; who, in times past, suffered 
all men to walk in their own ways ; neverthe- 
less he left himself not without witness, in that 
he did good, and gave us rain from heaven, 
and fruitful Siege: filling our hearts with food 

and gladness.” 

"The inference 1 wish to deduce Riau the pre- 
ceding scripture, as relevant to the main ques- 
tion, is, that as the arguments used are taken 
from the principles of ‘natural reason, the 
_parties to whom the address was made, must 
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have been Gentiles : which also appears frowi 
their intention to offer sacrifices, and to all 
- such Paui was the divinely appointed ambassa- 
dor. 

V. 19. “ And there came thither (to Lystra) 
certain Jews from Antioch (in Pysidia) and 
Iconium, who persuaded the people, and having 
stoned Paul, drew him out of the city, sup- 
posing he had been dead.” 

But it appeared he was not martyred on the 
occasion ; for the next day he was able to “ de- 
part with Barnabas to Derbe. And when they 
had preached the gospel in that city (Derbe), 
and had taught many, they returned again to 
Lystra and lIconium, and to Antioch (in Py- 
sidia) confirming the souls of the disciples, and 
exhorting them to continue in the faith,” &c. 

Nothing can more fully exhibit to us, the 
great zeal displayed by Barnabas and Saul, than 
this scripture ; for we find that they both res 
turned to the same places out of which they had 
been driven before. 4 

V. 23. “ And when they had ordained them 
elders in every church, and had prayed with 
fasting, they commended them to the Holy 
Ghost.” 

From this scripture if is manifest, that it was 
the constant practice of Paul and Barnabas to 
ordain elders to oversee every church founded 
by them, and consequently we must affirm that 
they ordained an elder or bishop to govern the 
church of Antioch, (in Syria) founded by them, 
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where they laboured in their ministry an entire 
year, and where the disciples were first called 
Christians, This practice, therefore, must ex- 
elude Peter from having any concern with that 
church, in the foundation of which he had no 
hand whatever. On the contrary, we have the 
positive authority of scripture, that,as yet, he 
had not’set foot in Antioch. 

V.24. “ And after they had passed through- 
out Pisidia, they came to Pamphylia, and when 
they had preached the word in Perga, they 
went down into Attalia (on the Meditteranean), 
and'thence they sailed to Antioch (in Syria), 
from whence they had been recommended to 
the grace of God, for the work. which they 
fulfilled.”’ 

¥.27. “ And when they were come, and had 
gathered the chureh together, they rehearsed 
all that God had done with them, and how he 
had opened the door of faith unto the Gen- 
tiles. And there they abode long time with 
the disciples.” 

In this:place we may remark, that St. Euke, 
whose birth place was this'same Antioch, gives 
us, in his history, no intimation from which we 
can infer that St. Peter had any personal ¢on- 
nection whatever with the church at Antioch ; 
on the contrary, he expressly informs us, that 
the gospel was: first) preached there by those 
converts who were scattered abroad*in. conse- 
quence of the persecution which followed the 
martyrdom of Stephen. And further, that 
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when the news reached Jerusalem, the resi- 
dence of the apostles, that Antioch had re- 
ceived the faith, they sent forth Barnabas to 
go as far as Antioch, to confirm the believers, 
who having been very successful there, subse- 
quently went as far as Tarsus, in Silicia, to seek 
Paul, whom he brought with him to Antioch, 
at which place they assembled themselves with 
the church for an entire year, and we learn that 
in this church, thus founded, the disciples were 
first called Christians ; and from which a con- 
tribution was sent to the relief of the brethren 
in Judea, by the hands of Barnabas and Saul, 
who had laboured so long and so strenuously in 
the ministry among them. It must, therefore, 
appear absurd (if we credit sacred scripture) for 
any sect of Christians to affirm, that Peter had 
any share in founding thé church of Antioch, 
or in the appointment of elders to rule over it, 
much less in appointing himself to be bishop 
for seven years. | 

The detail of the foregoing particulars, as 
narrated by St. Luke, a native of Antioch, con- 
nected with the transactions recorded in the 
next chapter (15th), must convince every un- 
biassed man, that St. Peter had never set his 
’ foot in Antioch, the pretended see of his first 
episcopacy, before the apostolic council, which 
was held at Jerusalem, A. D. 49, or, as is gene- 
rally received by Protestants, A. D. 52, which 
council we find was called on account of a dis- 
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pute which originated in this very church of 
Antioch. 

In the beginning of the 15th chapter we 
have anaccount of certain persons having ar- 
rived at Antioch from Jerusalem, which makes 
the second report of any individuals whatever 
- coming there from Jerusalem, except those 
who had been scattered abroad after the mar- 
tyrdom of Stephen, and Barnabas and Paul, whe 
fully established and confirmed the church of 
Antioch. ‘The other persons who are said to 
have come from Jerusalem, are mentioned, 
c. 11, v. 27, “ And in these dayscame prophets 
from Jerusalem to Antioch.” Now amongst 
all these there is no mention of St. Peter by 
the historian ; on the contrary, he furnishes ir- 
refragable grounds to support the conclusion 
that St. Peter remained constantly at Jerusa- 
lem, or in the neighbouring regions of Judea 
and Samaria, fs ight 

C. 15, v. lL. “ And certain men which came 
down from Judea, taught the brethren, ‘and 
said, except ye be circumcised after the manner 
of Moses, ye cannot be saved. When, there- 
fore, Paul and Barnabas had no small dissen- 
tion and disputation with them, they (i. e. the 
belicyers at Antioch) determined that Paul 
and Barnabas, and certain others of them, 
should go up to Jerusalem, unto the apostles 
and elders, about the question,” 

_ St. Luke tells us in his place, as plainly as 
possible, that Jerusalem was hitherto the known 
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and fixed residence of the apostles. St. Paul’s 
doctrine, in his epistle to the Galatians, c. 5, 
y. 1, 2, will reflect a light upon this matter: 
“‘ Stand fast, therefore, in the liberty wherewith 
Christ has made us free, and be not entangled 
again with the yoke of bondage. Behold, |, 
Paul, say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, 
Christ shall profit you nothing ; for, in Christ, 

neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor 
ullcircumcision, but faith, which worketh by 
love.” We may, from this, conclude that such 
was the reasoning of Paul at Antioch against the 
sect of the Pharisees which troubled that church, 

aud as, in the same epistle to the Galatians, ie 
informs us that his commission of apostleship 
was immediately derived from Jesus Christ him- 
self in the amplest form, namely, to preach the 
gospel to the Gentiles unincumbered with the 
yoke of circumcision ; his journey to Jerusalem, 

on the present occasion, could not have arisen 
from any consciousness of mind that he had not 
possessed a full revelation of the whole word of 
God, or that he was in any respect obliged to 
accommodate his preaching and teaching to the 
opinion of others. But he went up to igt¥ach- 
Jem (by revelation) for the sake of the Jews 
themselves, that, by the authority of their own 


countrymen, the apostles and elders of the | 


parent church in Jerusalem, they might in future 
cease to thwart him in granting freedom to the 
Gentiles. This he explains himself, in his 
epistle to the Galatians, (c. 2, ¥. | » 2) bs Then, 
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fourteen years after, 1 went up again to Jera- 
salem with Barnabas, and took Titus with me 
also. And I went up, by revelation, and com- 
municated unto them that gospel which f preach 
among the Gentiles, but privately to those which 
were of reputation, (meaning James, Cephas, 
and John, who seemed to be pillars) lest by 
any means I should run, or had run in vain.” 
From this scripture we see that it had been sug- 
gested to him by revelation, to go up to Jeru- 
salem, on account of the dispute excited by the 
Pharisees in the church of Antioch. But, in 
the most explicit terms, he informs us himself, 
“ That they who seemed to be somewhat in con- 
ference added nothing to him.” It is, there- 
‘fore, quite evident that St. Paul was perfectly 
independent, having, as he himself states, been 
constituted an apostle, ‘‘ not of men, neither by 
men, but by Jesus Christ and God the Father.” 
If this scripture be true, where can we find any 
authority for the pretended primacy of St. Peter, 
much less for the presumptuous supremacy 
arrogated by the bishop of Rome ? 

On the arrival of St. Paul and his company 
at Jerusalem, they were received by the whole 
chureh, and of the apostles and elders, after 
they had caused great joy unto all the brethren 
as they passed through the churches of Phenice 
and Samaria, by declaring to them the conver- 
sion of the Gentiles. We learn also, after the 
apostles and elders came together to consider 
of this matter, (Acts, 15) “ ‘When there had 
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been much disputing, Peter rose up and said 
-unto them, Men and brethren, ye know how 
that, a good while ago, God made choice among 
us, that the Gentiles: by my mouth, should hear 
the word of the gospel, and believe, (as hap- 
pened in the case of Cornelius, the centurion, 
converted to the faith by St. Peter after the 
miraculous vision) and God, which knoweth the 
hearts, bare them witness, giving them the holy 
Ghost, even as he did unto us, and put no dif- 
ference between us and them, purifying their 
hearts by faith. Now, therefore, why tempt ye 
God to puta yoke upon the neck of the disci- 
ples, which neither our fathers nor we were 
able to bear. But we believe, that, through 
the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, we shall be 
saved even as they.” 

After this speech, made by St. Peter, we read, 
y. 12: “Then all the multitude held their 
peace, and gave audience to Barnabasand Paul, 
declaring what miracles and wonders God had 
wrought among the Gentiles by them.” 

Now, if there were any foundation for the 
Roman tradition, that Peter, in consequence of 
the edict of Claudius banishing the Jews from 
Rome, had been compelled to abandon the west: 
and return to Jerusalem,. where he attended 
this council—lI say, if there were any truth in 
the tradition, surely this was a most fit and ap- 
propriate opportunity for St. Peter to declare, 
before the council, in his speeeh, that he had 
just returned from Rome, the capitol of the 
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Gentile world, after having founded a churck 
there, which he, by his own authority, intended 
to be the mother and mistress of all churches. 
Had such been the fact, St. Peter would not 
have alluded to « minor matter when he had a 
most important and a most interesting example 
to communicate. We may therefore conclude, 
with the full force of true scripture evidence, 
that the story of Peter having preached at 
Rome before the meeting of this council was a 
mere human invention. Besides, such a trans- 
action was utterly incompatible with the com- 
pact entered into, on this very occasion, between 
Paul and Barnabas, on the one part, and Peter 
with the other apostles, on the other part, that 
Paul and Barnabas should go to the Gentiles, 
and Peter with the other apostles unto the cir- 
cumcision. 

Gal. ec. 2, v. 9. “ And when James, Cephas, 
and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived 
the grace that was given unto me, (Paul) they 
gave tome and Barnabas the right hands of 
fellowship, that we should go Ra: the heathen 
and they unto the circumcision.’ 

This, added to the commission, mentioned 
Acts 22, v. 2}: “ And he said unto me, depart : 
for I will send thee far hence unto the Gen- 
tiles; (meaning the Romans) for, (Acts 23, 
v. 11) “ And, the night following, the Lord 
stood by him, and said, Be of good cea. Paul, 
for, as thou hast testified of me in Jerusalem, 
so must thou bear witness also at Rome.” 
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But, te proceed to the particulars of the coun= 
cil, we read; v: 13: “ After Paul and Barnabas 
had held their peace, James answered, saying; 
(with authority) Men and brethren; hearken 
unto me. Simon hath declared how God at 
the first did visit the Gentiles to take out of 
thema people for his name, and to this agree the 
words of the prophets,” &c. and he then ter- 
minates the debate in these words: “ Where- 
fore MY SENTENCE is (Meryw Kelw—I decide) that 
we trouble not them which, from among the 
Gentiles, are turned unto God; but that we 
write unto them.” Hence the evidence from 
scripture is irresistible, that, if there was a pope 
er chief bishop in this assembly of apostles 
and elders, the person invested with this prero- 
gative was James, called in scripture the Lord’s 
brother; as James, to all intents and purposes; 
acted the part and performed the functions of 
2 president. It is; therefore, evident, that if 
there had been granted to any individual apostle 
any authority or supremacy in the church of 
Christ, either by divine right or ecclesiastical 
constitution, that apostle must have been James, 
not Peter. Besides the cireumstances mani- 
fested at this council, there are various other 
intimations given in scripture, that there was 
a degree of superior respect, deference; or sub- 
mission exhibited towards James by all the 
apostles, and by Peter in particular, as we have 
already mentioned. From the very words of 
the decree which was drawn up at this apostolic 
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council, we have a direct and demonstrative 
proof, that, at the date of this decree, 1. e. 
A. D. 49, or,as many hold, A. D. 52, St. Peter 
had never been at Antioch ; for, .v. 23, “ The 
apostles, and elders, and brethren send greeting 
unto the brethren which are of the Gentiles, in 
Antioch, and Syria, and Cilicia; forasmuch as 
we (the apostles, including Peter) have heard 
(ergo, Peter could not have been present, in 
Antioch) that certain which went out from us 
have troubled you with words, subverting your 
souls, saying ye must be circumcised and keep 
the law, to whom we gave no such command.” 
From this scripture it is manifest that St. Peter 
could not possibly be one of those certain per- 
sons who went out from the church of Jerusalem 
to Antioch and subverted the souls of believers; 
moreover, it wasa matter of mere hearsay with 
Peter. “ We (meaning the apostles) have 
heard”—and, as St. Peter himself, at the coun- 
cil, spoke against the interference of those cer- 
fain persons who had gone out from the church. 
at Jerusalem and troubled the Gentile converts 
in Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia, it was utterly 
impossible that he himself could have been 
bishop of Antioch for the space of seven years, 
according to Reman tradition. ‘The tale is 
absurd and quite subversive of the truth of 
scripture, and therefore ought to be not merely 
rejected but absolutely reprobated by every 
intelligent christian. 


OF 


From what bas been said it must invincibly 
follow, that St. Peter had never been at Antioch 
previously, and consequently could not have 
_ founded a church there; in fact, he appears to 

have been no otherwise known to the converts 
of Antioch but as one of the apostles residing 

with the others at Jerusalem. We have no- 
authority from scripture that any individual, as 
yet, (i.e. previous to the meeting of the council) 
had been sent as far as Antioch, by the apostles, 
except Barnabas, who was present, and assisted 
at the council when the decree was drawn up 
for the benefit of the Gentile converts. On the 
contrary, we have already seen that those who 
were scattered abroad, in the persecution which 
followed the death of St. Stephen, first con- 
veyed the glad tidings of the gospel to Antioch, 
and limited their preaching to the Jews exclu- 
sively. Subsequent to this, Barnabas was de- 
puted by the apostles at Jerusalem to go to 
Antioch with authority, and it further appeared, 
that he successfully preached the gospel there, 
and afterwards brought Paul to the same place 
from Tarsus. St. Pauland Barnabas conjointly, 
for an entire year, planted the true faith in this 
church, in which the believers were first called 
christians. It also appeared that no other 
persons visited this church except certain pro- 
phets, who predicted the famine which hap- 
pened in the days of Claudius Cesar, and lastly, 
those certain persons who went out from the 
apostles, and troubled the church established 
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at Antioch so much, that St. Paul had been 
admonished by lis iiur to go up to Jerusalem, 
where he procured the formal decree of the 
apostles to silence all opposition on the part of 
the Pharisees, who seemed to have disputed 
with Paul and Barnabas, as not possessing suffi- 
cient evangelical authority to dispense with 
the law of Moses, unless sanctioned by the twelve 
apostles, who were known to be at Jerusalem, 
and considered by all to be thoroughly in- 
structed in the religion of the Messiah. Besides, 
we may also conclude, from the parties them- 
selves to whom the decree was addressed, that 
it especially concerned those Gentile churches 
founded by Paul and Barnabas in person, not 
only in Antioch but in the countries of Syria 
and Cilicia; for, (c. 15, v. 23) we read—“ And 
they wrote letters by them after this manner: 

The apostles, and elders, and brethren, send 
greeting | unto the brethren which are of the 
Gentiles in Antioch, and Syria, and Cilicia ; 

Forasmuch as we have heard that certain hada 
went out from us have troubled you with words 
subverting your souls, saying, ye must be cir- 
cumcised, and keep the law ; to whom we gave 
no such ‘commandment. it seemed good unto 
us, being assembled with one accord, to send 
chosen men unto you, with our bps: Bar- 
nabas and Paul; men that have hazarded 
their lives for tie name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, We have sent, therefore, Judas and 
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Silas, who shail also teil you the same things by 
mouth,” 

V. 30. “ When they were dismissed, they 
came to Antioch ;and when they had gathered 
the multitude pSuerneL: they deliv Sea the 
epistle: which, when ey had read, they re- 
joiced for the consolation.” 

Now it is evident that those who rejoiced for 
the consolation, must have been Gentiles, and 
therefore converted by Paul, the apostle of the 
uncircumcision, and not by Peter, the apostle 
of the circumcision. And as the compact en- 
tered into between Paul and the apostles at 
Jerusalem, that he should go unto the Heathen, 
and they (the apostles) to the circumcision, was 
made during St. Paul’s negociation at the coun- 
cil, (Gal. au 2) diee cannot exist any 
~ reasonable pretence whatever, that Peter could 
by possibility have been bishop of Antioch 
previously.. 

V. 33. “© After they (meaning: Judas and 
Silas) had tarried there (at Antioch) a space, 
they were let go in peace from the brethren 
unto the aoeHey, notwithstanding (this per- 
mission) it pleased Silas to abide treks still.” 

Here again we have scripture evidence that 
the apostles as yet continued to reside at Jeru- 
salem for a considerable time after the council. 
As St. Luke says, “‘ they were let go in peace 
from the brethren unto the apostles,’ whom 
they had left at Jerusalem, and the distance 
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between the two places is about three hundred 
miles. 

¥.35, © Paul also, and Barnabas, consnued 
in Antioch, teaching and preaching the word 
eof the Lord, with many others also.” But 
still no account of St. Peter; and had this 
eminent apostle been present on the occa- 
sion, his name would surely be mentioned, as 
well as that of Silas, who deemed it conducive 
to the interests of the Gospel to remain with 
St. Paul at Antioch, to whom he now attached 
himself, and afterwards became a_ diligent 
fellow-labourer and assistant in the ministry. 

VY. 36. “ And some days after, Paul said unto 
Barnabas, let us go again and visit our brethren 
in every city where we have preached the word 
of the Lord, and see how they do.” 

Accordingly we find that they put a pro- 
posal into practice, and set out immediately to 
visit those churches which they had previously 
founded, to all of which they uniformly gave 
the decree. This also furnishes an additional 
proof that St. Peter had no hand in founding 
the church at Antioch, or any of those founded 
in Syria and Cilicia, before the council was 
held at Jerusalem. From the preceding series — 
of scripture, commencing at the ascension of 
the Messiah, and reaching to the circulation, 
of this decree among the Gentile churches, it 
must appear asclear as demonstration, that the 
Roman tradition, or tale of Peter’s seven years 
episcopacy at Antioch, where it is pretended 
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he fourided a church, and from which he trans- 
jated his chair to Rome in the second of 
Claudius, must have been a gross and ignorant 
fiction; because it is directly contradicted 
by the revealed oracles of the living God, as 
-any one must admit, who will read the fifteen 
first chapters of the Acts of the Apostles, as 
given to us by St. Luke. 

Weshall now dismiss the first part of the fic- 
tion, and turn our examination to the second, 
which assumes that St. Peter went to Rome in 
the second of Claudius, where he founded a 
church, of which he continued bishop for the 
space of twenty-five years. 

That Peter went to Rome in the second of 
Claudius, must be false, we have already seen 
from scripture ; for if the history of the Acts 
be true, he could not have left Judea before 
the death of Herod Agrippa, who threw him 
into prison a little before his own death, which 
we have already proved happened in the 
fourth of Claudius, i. e. two years after the 
epoch fixed upon by Roman tradition, for his 
fictitious journey to Rome. 

We shall now proceed to confirm the nega- 
tive of his episcopacy at Rome by various argu- 
ments derived from an ee of sacred scrip- 
ture. 

in the sixteenth chapter of the Acts we find 
that St. Paul, after he had passed through 
Syria and Cilicia, confirming the churches, 
came to Derbe and Lystra: “ And behold a 
certain disciple was there, named Timotheus, 
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the son of a certain woman (named Eunice, 2 
Tim. 1, 5) which was a Jewess,; and believed ; 
but his father was a Greek.” | 

Tt is not improbable that this Disciple had 
been converted by St. Paul himself, on his for- 
mer visit, 2s he addresses his first epistle “ unto 
Timothy, my own son in the faith ;” and, in his 
second epistle, he exhorts him to stir up the 
« oift of God which is in thee, by the putting 
on ie my hands.” 

On the present oceasion, however, he thought 
fii to cireumcise him, “ because of the Jen 
which were in these quarters.” 

V. 4. “ And, as they went through the cities, 
they Heleccnerl, them the decrees i to keep, 
that were ordained of the apostles and elders 
whieh were at Jerusalem.” This scripture 
seems to imply that the apostles were still at 
Jerusalem, at a time posterior to the council, 
and therefore Peter was still at Jerusalem, in- 
stead of Rome, according to Roman tradition. 

V.5. “ And so were the churchesestablished 
in the faith, and increased in number daily.” 
From Lystra and Iconium, it appears, they 
passed through Phrygia and Galatia, but were 
forbidden by the Holy Ghost to preach the 
word in Asia. After they were come to Mysia, 
they assayed to go into Bythinia, but the spirit 
suffered them not ; and they passing by Mysia, 
came down to Troas,’—a town on the Aigean 
sea, in which place Paul was directed by a 
vision to pass over into Macedonia. From this 
it is quite evident that St. Paul was divinely 
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directed to leave the theatre of Asia, i. e. ef the 
circumcision, quite open to Peter and the other 
apostles, according to the agreement or coye- 
nant made at the council held in Jerusalem.— 
Respecting the historian, St. Luke, it deserves 
to be remarked, that from the 10th verse of this 
l6th chapter, he begins to express himself in 
the first person plural; from which it is evi- 
dent that he accompanied Paulin his jouruey 
to Macedonia; and as St. Luke was a native of 
Antioch, this supplies another argument that 
St. Paul was the founder of that church ; for 
had St. Peter been the founder, and also the 
bishop, it was more likely that Luke would 
have attached himself to the bishop of his 
native see than to St. Paul. 

V. 10. “ And after he (St. Paul) had seen 
the vision, immediately we endeavoured to go 
into Macedonia, assuredly gathering, that the 
Lord had called us for to preach the gospel 
unto them.” 

V.1L. “ Therefore loosing from Troas, we 
came with a straight course to Samothrace, next 
day to Nicopolis, thence to Philippi, the capitol 
of that part of Macedonia, and a colony (mean- 
ing of Romans) which, as we learn from Pliny, 
was first planted by Julius Cesar, and after- 
wards enlarged by Augustus. Hence we find 
that St. Paul was the first apostle who preached 
the gospel to Romans, whilst the other apostles 
were still in Palestine, which preaching was 
conformable not only to his original commission 
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to go to the Gentiles, but accorded with the 
compact entered into with the other apostles at 
Jerusalem before he set out on this long expe- 
dition; besides, he was directed by the spirit to 
quit the east and to go westwards, leaving the 
twelve apostles behind him in Palestine. At 
Philippi, Paul having expelled a spirit of divi- 
nation out of a damsel, her master caused him 
and Silas to be scourged and imprisoned ; but, 
in consequence of an earthquake, the prison 
doors flew open, and the magistrates were glad 
finally to dismiss them, on learning that they 
were Romans. | 

On this oecasion Lydia, and also the gaoler, 
with his family, were converted. From this 
place they passed through Amphipolis and 
Apollonia, and thence to Thessalonica, where 
St. Paul founded a ehurch, to which he after- 
wards wrote two epistles. From Thessalonica 
they proceeded to Berwa, and thence to Athens, 
where he preached a most luminous sermen on 
the hill of Mars. In this sermon St. Paul quotes, 
from the poet Aratus, “ For in him we live, 
move, and have our being.” This furnishes a 
proof that St. Paul was well acquainted with 
polite literature, and did not despise human 
learning. On this occasion Dionysius the Areo- 
pagite was converted. | 

From Athens he went to Corinth, the capitol 
of Achaia, and the residence of a Roman pro- 
consul. At Corinth he found “ a certain Jew, 
named Aquila, born in Pontus, lately come from 
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{taly with his wife, Priscilla,’ (because that 
Claudius had commanded ali Jews to depart 
from Rome). 

Acts 18, v. 2, “ With these Paul abode,” (be- 
ing tent-makers). : 

V. 4, “ And he reasoned in the synagogue 
every Sabbath, and persuaded the Jews and 
Greeks; and when Silas (one of those who had 
been sent by the apostles and elders from Jeru- 
salem, with the decree of the council, along with 
Paul and Barnabas to Antioch) and Timotheus 
were come from Macedonia, Paul was pressed 
in the spirit, and testified to the Jews that Jesus 
was Christ.” 

V.6. “* And when they opposed themselves 
and blasphemed, he shook his raiment and said 
unto them, your blood be upon your own heads, 
Jam clean. From henceforth [ will go unto 
the Gentiles.” : 

It is very important to remark here, that 
Bellarmine, with the Romanists in a mass, affirm 
that St. Peter, after Claudius had issued the 
edict of banishment against the Jews, fled from 
Rome and weut to Jerusalem, to attend the 
couneil of the apostles. Of this council St. 
Luke gives us an account in the fifteenth chap- 
ter of the Acts. Now, it appears from scripture, 
that Paul and Silas, after the council, left Peter 
and the apostles at Jerusalem, and conveyed 
the decree to Antioch, at which place, having 
remained some time, “ teaching and preaching 

the word of the Lord,” they then departed 
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and went through Syria and Cilicia, confirming 
the churches and delivering to them the decrees 
to keep, which had been ordained of the apos-_ 
tles and elders which were at Jerusalem. 
After having executed this part of their minis- 
try, they passed through Phrygia, Mysia, and 
Galatia; and from Troas sailed to Macedonia, 
accompanied by St. Luke and Timothy; they 
then proceeded from Macedonia through 
Greece, and, having performed a very long and 
circuitous journey, came to Corinth, where 
they found Aquila and Priscilla, who had just 
arrived, having been banished from Reme. St. 
Luke says they had but lately arrived from 
Italy. The Greek word used by him is xgocgarie 
which signifies recently,very lately—in Latin 
nuperrime. 

lt is, therefore, evident that the council held 
at Jerusalem was long prior to the issuing of the 
edict by Claudius, and consequently this edict 
‘could not be the cause of St. Peter abandoning 
his church at Rome to attend a council held 
at a period antecedent to the time of the edict. 
This fact teaches us that whenever men forsake 
scripture and have recourse to hypotheses, they 
are sure to run into endless contradictions and 
absurdities. It may also be remarked, that if 
St, Peter had been (as Romanists pretend) so 
many years bishop of Rome before the edict of 
Claudius, he being the great apostle of the cir- 
cumcision, and supreme bishop, head of the 
universal church, Aquila and Priscilla must 
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have been acquainted with their distinguished 
countryman, the recognised vicar of Jesus Christ, 
and they must have communicated to St. Paul, 
with whom they resided two years at Corinth, 
the important fact, that this great apostle of the 
Jews had founded a church at Rome long before, 
which was to be the mother and mistress of all 
churches. It ought also to be considered very 
unbrotherly reserve on the part of St. Peter, 
when he met his “ beloved brother, Paul,” at the 
council in Jerusalem, not to intimate to him 
that he had just returned from the metropolis 
of the west, where he had not only founded a 
great church but had fixed his chair there for 
a series of years. It was very natural that St. 
Peter, knowing that Paul was setting out from 
Jerusalem, as the accredited apostle of the 
Gentiles, on the long journey we have already 
described, and was to visit the regions of the 
west, where the Gentiles were most numerous— 
I say it would have been very natural for St. 
Peter to have given Paul an introductory letter 
to certain members of the church at Rome if 
he had, in fact, founded a church there; instead 
of all this, we find, from St. Paul’s own epistle 
to the believers at Rome, written afterwards, 
that he had learned neither from the lips of 
Peter himself nor from any other person, any 
thing whatever of a church founded at Rome 
by St. Peter, nor even at a later period, when 
he came there as a prisoner, could he discover 
any trace of Peter’s preaching at Rome, or 


[68 
could he learn any thing of christianity from 
his countrymen, the Jews, but that every where 
it was spoken against. 

To return to the eighteenth chapter of the 
Acts, we learn that Paul continued at Corinth 
in the house of a certain man named Justus; 
“a year and six months teaching the word ot 
God among them” 

V.18, “And Paul, after this, tarried yet a 
good while, and then took leave of his bre-' 
thren, and sailed thence into Syria, with Pris- 
eilla and Aquila,” &c. 

V. 19, “And he came to Ephesus, and left 
: them (Aquila and Priscilla) there.” 

He then proceeded to Jerusalem to keep the 
feast, and having saluted the church, he went — 
down to Rock. 

Y. 23, “And after he had spent some tine 
there, (at Antioch) he departed, and went over 
ail the country of Galatia and Phivsinil in order, 
strengthening all the disciples 1” 

It was during this visit at Antioch he had the 
dispute with alt ; for except upon this occa- | 
sion, we have no occeunt of his paying a visit 
to Antioch subsequent to the council held at 
Jerusalem A. D. 49: and that the meeting be- 
tween him and Peter at Antioch was subse- 
quent to the council is evident from the epistle 
to the Galatians. 

In this epistle St. Paul begins by saying that 
he was an Apostle (not of men, neither by man, 


but by Jesus Christ and God the Father): c. I; 
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v. 11, “ But I certify to you, brethren, that the 
gospel which was preached of me is not of man, 
for I neither received it of man, neither was I 
taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.” 

V. 15, 16, 17, “ But when it pleased God, 
who separated me from my mother’s womb, and 
called me by his grace to reveal his son in me, 
that I might preach him among the Heathen ; 
immediately [ conferred not with flesh and 
blood; neither went I up to Jerusalem to them 
which were apostles before me, but I went into 
Arabia, and returned again into Damascus, 
(where he had been miraculously converted.)” 

Then he says, v. 18, “After three years I 
went up to Jerusalem to see Peter, and abode 
with him fifteen days.” 

We see that St. Paul, in the same chapter in 
which he explicitly declares his total indepen- 
dence of heman ordination to preach the gospel 
of Jesus Christ, makes honorable and apostolic 
mention of Peter. | 

C. 2, v. 1, “Then, fourteen years after, I 
went up again to Jerusalem, with Barnabas, and 
took Titus with me also.” This was the visit 
he paid on the occasion of the council, as nar- 
rated in the fifteenth chapter of the Acts of the 
_ Apostles. 

St. Luke makes no mention of Titus; but 
St. Paul explains to us the reason why he 
thought it right to bring Titus with him from 
Antioch, at which place, “(Acts 15, v. 1.) ‘ Cer- 
tain men which came down from Judea, taught 
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the brethren, and said, except ye be circumcised 
after the manner of Moses, ye cannot be saved.” 
‘In his Epistle to the Galatians, vy. 3, St. Paul 
tells us the reason why he brought Titus : “ But 
neither Titus, who was with me, being a Greek, 
was compelled to be circumcised; and that 
because of false brethren, unawares, brought 
in (to the church of Antioch) who came iu pri- 
vily to spy out our Jiberty, (ensnare us) which 
we have in Christ Jesus, that they (the Phari- 
sees) might bring us into bondage; to whom we 
gave place not for an hour, that the truth of the 
gospel, (which he had preached) might conti- 
nue with you. And of those (at Jerusalem) 
who seemed to be somewhat, whatsoever they 
were, it maketh no matter to me ; God accept- 
eth no man’s person; for they who seemed to. 
be somewhat; in conference added nothing to 
me: but contrariwise, when they saw that the 
gospel of the uncircumcision was committed 
unto me as the gospel of the circumcision was 
unto Peter; (for he that wrought effectually in 
Peter to the apostleship of the circumcision, the 
same was mighty in me towards the Gentiles.) 
And when James, Cephas, and John, who 
seemed to be pillars, perceived the grace which 
was given unto me, they gave to me and Barna- 
bas the right hands of fellowship ; that we 
should go unto the Heathen, and they unto the 
circumcision.” V.10, * Only they would that 
we should remember the poor; the same which 
L also was forward to do.” In fact, we find 
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that St. Paul was most active in levying chari- 
table contributiens on all the Gentile churches 
founded by him, which contributions he brought 
to Jerusalem for the relief of the poor. 

V. 11, “ But when Peter was come to An- 
tioch I withstood him to the face, because he 
was to be blamed.” 

It is clear from this address to the Galatians, 
that Peter’s coming to Antioch was subsequent 
to the circumstances previously narrated, which 
' referred to the council of the apostles at Jeru- 
salem. , 

V. 12, “ For before that certain came (to An- 
tioch) from James, (we still find James spoken 
of as the president of the church at Jerusalem) 
he (Peter) did eat with the Gentiles; but when 
they were come (from James) he (Peter) with- 
drew, and separated himself, fearing them 
which were of the circumcision.” 

V. 13, “ And the other Jews dissembled 
likewise with him; insomuch that Barnabas 
also was carried away with their dissimulation. 
But when I saw that they walked not uprightly, 
according to the truth of the gospel, I said unto 
Peter, before them all, if thou, being a Jew, 
livest after the manner of Gentiles, and not as 
do the Jews, why compellest thou the Gentiles 
to live as do the Jews ?” 

V.21, “ For if 1 build again the things Which 
1 destroyed (namely, the necessity of confortne 
ing to the law of Moses relative to circumcision 
and other Jewish rites, which had been dis- 
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pensed with by the decree of the council), 1 
make niyselfa transgressor; for through the law, 
am dead to the law; that I might live unto God.”’ 

V. 21, “I do not frustrate the grace of God ; 
for if righteousness come by the law, then 
Christ is dead in vain.” | | 

It is quite evident from the remaining part 
of this epistle to the Galatians, that St. Paul 
carried his point, and fully succeeded iv ex- 
empting the Gentile converts from the obser- 
vance of Jewish rites. 

Chap. 3, v. 11, “ But that no man is justified 
by the law in the sight of God, is evident ; for 
the just shall live by faith.” 

V. 27, “ For as many of you as have been 
baptised unto Christ, have put on Christ.” 

V. 28, “ There is neither Jew nor Greek, 
there is neither bond nor free, there is neither 
male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ 
Jesus. And if ye be Christ’s, then are you 
Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the 
promise.” ; 

Chap. 4, v, 3, “ For I testify again to every 
man that is circumcised, that he is a debtor to 
do the whole law.” 

V. 6, “ For in Jesus Christ neither circum- 
cision availeth any thing, nor uncircumcision ; 
but faith which worketh by love.” 

From this scripture it is quite evident that 
St. Paul succeeded in confirming the liberty of 
the Gentiles, according to the spirit of the de- 
cree ordained before in the council held at 
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Jerusalem, on account of his former dispute 
with the Pharisees, who had come to Antioch 
from Judea, and taught the brethren, that un- 
less they were “ circumcised after the manner 
of Moses, they could not be saved ;” and see- 
ing that St. Peter yielded to his countrymen to 
a blameable extent, (according to St. Paul) we 
may fairly conclude that he had not hitherta 
gone abroad, nor taught the Gentiles with the 
same freedom practised by St. Paul, and con- 
sequently had ‘not established a GENTILE 
church any where, much less at Rome, ac- 
cording to the traditionary tale of Romanists, 
We may further remark here, that the per- 
sonal supremacy of St. Peter over the other 
apostles and the church universal, isa chimeri- 
cal imagination ; for in the first place, had he 
been bishop of Antioch, and supreme judge of 
controversies, like the pope, there would have 
been no necessity for a council of the apostles 
and elders, and the whole church at Jerusalem, 
to settle a dispute in this very church of An- 
tioch, the first see of St, Peter (according to 
Romanists) had he been the supreme head of 
the church, the unerring guide, and judge ex- 
clusive of all. controversies. Besides, had St, 
Peter been sovereign head of the church, St. 
Paul would not have presumed to withstand 
him to the face, ‘“‘ because he was to blame ;” 
nor would he have dared to say, “ when T saw 
that they (meaning Peter and the Jews) walked 
not uprightly, according to the truth of the 
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gospel, I said unto Peter, before them all,” &c. 
i, e. in the midst of his own congregation, in his 
own church of Antioch, according to Roman 
tradition. The thing is absurd ; and that this 
manly and orthodox opposition made by St. 
Paul to the apostle of the circumcision, for his 
too great tenderness to the prejudices of the 
Jews, was taken in good part by St. Peter, we 
have full testimony, from his own second general 
epistle. 

C. 3. v. 15, “ And account that the long 
suffering of our Lord is salvation ; even as our 
beloved brother Paul also, according to the 
wisdom given unto him, hath written to you,” 
&e. ee “Eaten 
_ From the character of St. Paul, and his high 
apostolic qualifications, as they are represented 
to us in this scripture, added to which, we learn 
from himself, ‘in his epistle to the Romans, that 
he would not build upon another man’s founda- 
tion, we may conclude with the irresistible 
authority of scripture, that St. Peter, at this 
period, had not planted a church in Rome, and 
that, if he had, St. Paul would not have in- 
truded himself into his vineyard. 

That the compact mentioned by St. Paul in 
his epistle to the Galatians, namely, that he 
should go to the Gentiles, and Peter, with: the 
other apostles, should employ themselves 
chiefly amongst those of the circumcision, was 
observed, we have every reason to conclude, 
as far as scripture furnishes any light on the 
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subject; for, we find from St. Peter’s first 
general epistle, that he must have employed his 
labours in planting the gospel in the regions of 
the east, as he directs his epistle “ to the 
strangers scattered throughout Pontus, Gala- 
tia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bythinia.” Now, 
all these places being in the east, it therefore 
follows, that the apostolical labours of St. 
Peter must have been limited to those regions 
mentioned in his epistle, and to those previously 
mentioned by St. Luke in his history of the 
Acts of the Apostles. Atleast we have no au- 
thority from scripture to warrant the assertion, 
that he ever visited the west, 

Acts, chap. 19. In this chapter we learn that 
St. Paul, after leaving Antioch, and “ having © 
passed through the upper coasts of Asia minor, 
came to Ephesus.” 

V. 8, “ And he went into the synagogue, 
and spake boldly for the space of three months, 
disputing and persuading the things concern- 
ing the kingdom of God.” 

9, “* But when divers were hardened, and 
believed not, but speak evil of that way, he 
departed from thence and separated the 
disciples, disputing daily in the school of one 
Tyrannus. : 

10, « And this continued for the space of 
two years, so that all they which dwelt in Asia, 
(meaning the regions on the sea coast) heard - 


the word of the Lord Jesus, both Jews and 
Greeks. 
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Ii, “ And God wrought special miracles by 
the hands of Paul: so that from his body were 
brought unto the sick, handkerchiefs or aprons, 
and the diseases departed from them, and the 
evil spirits went out of them. 

12, “ Then cer tain of the vagabond Jews, 
exorcists, took upon them to call over them 
which had evi! spirits, the name of the Lord 
Jesus, saying, we adjure you by Jesus, whom 
Paul Wiencuaill: % Linea 

14, “ And there were seven sons of one 
Sceva, a Jew, and chief of the priests, which 
did so. 

15, “ And the evil spirit answered and said, 

Jesus I know, and Paul I know, but who are 
ye? 
16, “ And the man in whom the evil spirit 
was, leaped on them and overcame them, and 
prevailed against them, so that they fled out of 
that house, naked and wounded. 

17, “ And this was known to all the Jews 
and Greeks also, dwelling at Ephesus ; and fear 
fell on them all, and the name of the Lord 
Jesus was magnified.” 

19, *© Many of them also which used curious 
arts, brought their books together, and burned 
them before all men ; and they counted the 
price of them, and found it 50,000 pieces of 
silver, so mightily grew the word of God, and 


prevailed.” 
21, “ After these things were erent gatas 
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purposed, in the spirit, when he had passed 
through Macedonia and Achaia, to go to Jerusa~ 
lem, saying, After I have been there, 1 must 
seEE Romer.” 

From this scripture we find that St. Paul, very 
shortly after the death of Claudius, who had 
banished the Jews, formed the determination 
of visiting Rome. 

The occurrences mentioned in the nineteenth 
chapter happened before St. Paul departed 
from Ephesus, “ To go to Macedonia, on ac- 
count of the uproar excited by Demetrius, the 
silversmith, who made silver shrines for Diana,. 
the goddess of the Ephesiaus.”’ 

Chap. 20, v. 2, “‘ And when he had gone 
over those parts, (meaning Macedonia, &c. as 
far as Dyricum) he came into Greece, and there 
abode (at Corinth) three months.” 

On this occasion he wrote, from Corinth, his 
celebrated epistle tothe Romans, to which we 
will have occasion to refer in the progress of our 
argument. It appears, according to St. Luke, 
who was still the companion of St. Paul, that 
he returned through Macedonia, and set sail 
from Philippi to Troas, in Asia Minor, having 
sent before him Sopater of Berea ; Aristarchus 
and Secundus of the Thessalonians ; Gaius of 
Derbe, and Timothy ; and of Asia manne 
and Trophimus. 

VY. 16, “ For Paul had determined to sail by, 
Fiahiedius; because he would not spend the time 
in Asia; for he hasted, if it were possible for 
him, to be at Jerusalem the day of Pentecost.” 
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On the occasion of this visit to Miletus, to 
which he called the elders of the church at 
Ephesus, he pronounced his apostolic charge. 

“V.28, “ Take heed therefore unto yourselves, 
and to all the flock over the which the Holy 
Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the 
ehurch of God, which he had purchased with 
his own blood.” 

The present journey of St. Paul to Jerusa- 
Tem is the fifth and last journey of which we 
have any account in sacred scripture. It will 
appear that even at this late period, the apostles 
of the circumcision at Jerusalem were very 
anxious about Paul’s separa BERENS on account 
of the over zealous Jews.” 

Chap. 21, v. 17, “ And when we were come 
to Jerusalem, the brethren received us gladly.” 

We find from this that St. Luke was still the 
companion of St. Paul, as he expresses himself 
in the first person. , 

V. 18, “ And the day following Paul went in 
with us to James, and all the eles were pre- 
sent.” 

From this scripture we see that James is al- 
ways mentioned in a prominent manner as being 
the president of the churchat Jerusalem, which 
evidently was the mother, and as yet continued 
_ the mistress of all cH It is also evident 
that St. Paul was received by James, and all the 
elders, as the accredited apostle of the Gentiles, 
according to the compact entered into when 
Paul attended the council at Jerusalem. 
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V. 19, “ And when he had saluted them, he 
declared particularly what things God had 
wrought among the Gentiles by his ministry.” 

V. 20, «And when they heard it they glori- 
fied the Lord, and said unto him, thou seest, 
Brotuer, how many thousands of the Jews 
there are which believe ; and they are all zea- 
lous of the law; and they are informed of thee, 
that thou fence all the Jews; which are. 
among the Gentiles, to forsake Moses, saying; 
that they ought not to cireumcise their children, 
neither to walk after their,customs.” 

This charge of the Jews, against Paul, was 
not founded in fact, as is evident from his epis- 
tle to the Romans written from Corinth not long 
before this visit to Jerusalem.” 

C. 2, v. 25, “ For circumcision verily profit- 
eth, if thou (a Jew) keep the law; but if thou 
be a breaker of the law, thy circumcision is 
, made uncircumcision.”’ 

C. 3, v. 1, “ What advantage then hath the 
Jew? or what profit is there of circumcision ?” 

V. 2, “ Much every way: chiefly because 
that unto them were committed the oracles of 
God.” | 

V.31, “ Do we then make void the law by 
faith ? God forbid ; yea, we establish the law.” 

C. 9, v. 1, “J say the truth in Christ, [ lie 
not, my conscience also bearing me witness in 
the Holy Ghost.” 

V. 3, “For 1 could wish that myself were 
accursed from Christ for my brethren, my kins- 
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-men according to the flesh; who are Israelites ; 
to whom pertaineth the adoption, and the glory, 
and the covenants, and the giving of the law, 
and the service of God, and the promises ; 
whose are the fathers, and of whom, as accorn- 
ING TO THE FLESH, Christ came, who is over all, 
God- blessed for evermore.” Amen. 

And Chap. 10, v. I, “ Brethren, my heart’s 
desire and prayer to God for Israel is, that they 
might be saved; for I bear them record that 
they have a zeal to God, but not according to 
knowledge.” 

Of this zeal he had a desperate proof; for 
although at the suggestion of the elders in the 
church of Jerusalem, he performed the Jewish 
ceremony of purification in the temple, accord- 
ing to the law of Moses; yet the zealous Jews, 
when they saw him in the temple, cried out, 
Acts 21, v. 28, “ Men of Israel, help: this is 
the man that teacheth all men every where 
against the people and the law; and this place,” 
&c. On this oceasion they would have killed 
him, had the chief captain not interfered and 
rescued him out of their hands, and lodged him 
safely in the castle of Antonia ; from the stairs 
of which he made his celebrated defence to the 
people: in this defence he gives them an ac- 
- count of his conversion on his way to Damascus 
and of the divine intimation he received through 
Ananias. He also states, that when he was in 
Jerusalem afterwards, he received a farther 
divine communication when in a trance. 
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Vv. i8, “And saw him, saying unto me, make 
haste and get thee quickly out of Jerusaiem ; 
for they will not receive thy testimony concern- 
ing me,” 

VY. 21, “ And he said unto me, depart; for I 
will send thee far hence unto the Gentiles.” 

And they gave him audience unto this word, 
and then lift up their voices, and said, “ Away 
with such a fellow from the earth, for it is not 
fit that he should live,” 

The condition in which Paul now stood fully 
verified the divine communication made eu Ana- 
nias at his conversion, 

C. 9, vy. 15, “ But the Lord said unto him, 
(Ananias) go thy way; for he (Paul) is a chosen 
vessel unto me, to bear my name before the 
Gentiles and kings, and the children of Israel.” 

How fully this was performed by St. Paul we 
jearn from sacred scripture; for whilst he was 
a prisoner in Palestine, he pronounced five 
addresses, or apologies, before he was sent off 
to the throne of Cesar. 

_ The first was that already mentioned, dete 
dressed to the people from the stairs of the 
castle. 

The second, his powerful devones before the 
whole Jewish sanhedrim, 

The third, he pleaded his cause before the 
Roman governor, Felix, against the orator 
Tertullus. 

The fourth, he preached publicly before 
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Felix and his wife Drusilla, (a Jewess) and made 
Felix tremble on his judgment seat, 

The fifth, he pleaded also before king Agrip- 
pa and Bernice, and Festus, and the chief men 
of Cesarea, a little before he was sent off a 
prisoner to Rome. On this occasion king 
Agrippa said unto Paul, “ almost thou persuad- 
est me to be a christian.”’ ) 

In the twenty-third chapter of the Acts, v. 
11, St. Luke furnishes an account of a most ex- 
_ traordinary communication made to St. Paul: 
“And the night following (his defence before 
the chief priest Ananias, and the whole Jewish 
council) the Lord stood by him, and s<id, be of 
good cheer Paul; for as thou hast testified of 
me in Jerusalem, so must thou bear witness 
also at Rome!” — 

In this scripture we have a most explicit and 
direct command given by the Lord himseli, 
that he must bear witness of him also at Rome, 
Now, surely, such a command as this could not 
have been given to Paul by the Messiah him- 
self, if Peter, the apostle of the circumcision, 
had preached the gospel at Rome long before, 
and had not only founded a church there, but 
ordained himself bishop of that see, and had 
fixed his chair there many years before this di- 
yine command was given to St. Paul. Uf there 
were no other text in scripture except this one, 
it ought to be fully. sufficient to disprove the 
traditions and unfounded pretensions of Roman- 
ists. The direct command contained in the 
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foregoing scripture, and that at so late a 
period of St. Paul’s ministy, throws a new light 
upon every subsequent transaction of this great . 
Apostle’s life. After this we should not be sur- 
prized that he appealed to Cesar, as nothing 
else, in his then circumstances, without a mira- 
cle, could have procured him the long wished 
for opportunity of visiting Rome, and of bearing 
testimony to the gospel of Jesus Christ in that 
great metropolis. We find, moreover, that — 
during his voyage to Italy, he received an ad- 
ditional intimation that he was under the guid- 
ance of heaven. 

C. 27, v. 23, For there stood by me in the 
night the angel of God, whose I am, and whom 
I serve, saying, fear not, Paul, thou must be 
brought before Cesar.” 

Fioiii all this it is manifest that St. Paul must 
have been the ambassador intended by the Mes- 
siah to preach his gospel at Rome, whatever the 
Papists may say of Peter to the contrary not- 
withstanding, 

We find from the retleils of holy writ that 
St. Paul received four different intimations rela- 
tive to his foreign preaching. 

The first was that communicated at his ¢ con- 
version. 

The second, when in a trance at Jerusalem, 
“Depart, for I will send thee far hence unto 
the Gentiles.” | 

The third intimation points out who those 
Gentiles were: “ As thou hast testified of me, 
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in Jerusalem, so must thou bear witness also of 
me at Rome,” 

And the fourth informs him that Ga must oy. 
brought before Cesar. 

At Antioch, also, as well as at Corinth, Ls 
received encouraging instructions from the holy 
Ghost. 

C. 13, v. 2, “ Phe holy Ghost said, separate 
me Barnabas and Paul for the work whereunto 
T have called them.” Which work, as appears 
from scripture, was to go to the Gentiles; for, 
shortly after, St. Paul converted the Roman 
governor at Paphos ; and we further learn that 
he was forbid to preach in Asia, and was di- 
rected to pass over into Macedonia, &c. 

And whilst at Corinth, c. 18, v. 9, “ Then 
speak the Lord to Paul in the night by a vision, 
be not afraid, but speak, and hold not thy peace, 
for T am with thee.” 

Tn all his apologies made to his countrymen, 
St Paul does not neglect to put forward the 
divine eommandment, “ Whereupon, O king 
Agrippa, I st not disobedient unte HIG 
heavenly vision,’ 

it appears from the 28th chapter of the Acts, 
that St. Paul and his companions landed at Pu- 
feoli, not far from Naples, “ where we found 
brethren,” says St. Luke, speaking in the first 
person, therefore he was still with St. Paul. 
With these brethren they tarried seven days, 
-and proceeded towards Rome, from which place, 
“ when the brethren heard of us, they came to 
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meet us as far as Appii Forum (about fifty miles 
from Rome) and the three taverns, about thirty 
miles distant, when Paul said he teok courage.” 

VY. 16, “ And when we came to Rome, the: 
Centurion delivered the prisoners to the cap- 
tain of the guard; but Paul was suffered to 
dwell by himself, with a soldier that kept him, 
(and to whom he was bound by a chain.)’” 

V. 17, “ And it came to pass that after three 
days, Paul called the chief of the Jews toge- 
ther; and when they were come together, he 
said unto them, men and brethren, though I 
have committed nothing against the people, 
or customs of our fathers, yet was 1 delivered 
prisoner from Jerusalem into the hands of the 
Romans; who, when they had examined me, 
would have let me go, because there was no 
cause of death in me. But when the Jews 
spake against it, 1 was constrained to appeal 
unto Cesar; not that I had ought to accuse my 
nation of. For this cause, therefore, have 1 
called for you, to see you, and to speak with 
you; because, for the hope of Isruel, 1 am 
bound with this chain.” — 

V. 21, “ And they said unto him, we neither 
received letters out of Judea concerning thee, 
neither any of the brethren that came shewed 
or spake any harm of thee. But we desire 
to hear of thee, what thou thinkest, for, as 
concerning this sect, (meaning christians) we 
know that every where it is spoken against.” 
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This character of christianity, given by the 

chief of the Jews to St. Paul, on tes first arrival 
at Rome, exactly accords with what Tacitus, | 
the Roman historian, says of it, that it was a 
pernicious superstition (“ exitiabilis eUBAISE 
tio.”) 
If then the chief of the Path for whom Paul 
sent in this emergency, desired to be informed 
of him concerning this sect, which was every 
where spoken against, we must reasonably con- 
clude that there could not have beenin Rome, 
at the time, a christian church of any note.— 
Noapostolic church founded by St. Peter, the 
mother and mistress of all churches, and over 
which church St. Peter, the apostle of the cir- 
cumsion, had presided, i. e. been the bishop for 
a space of nearly twenty years, if we admit the 
truth of the popish traditionary tale. 

V.23. “ And when they (the chief of the 
Jews) had. appointed him a day, there came 
many to him, into his lodgings, to whom he . 
expounded and testified the kingdom of God, 
persuading them concerning Jesus, both out of 
the law of Moses, and out of the prophets, 
from morning tillevening. And some believed 
the things tach were siolesri and some be- 
lieved not. And when they agreed not among 
themselves, they departed, eocoe that Paul on 
spoken one word. Well spake the Holy Ghost 
by Isaias the prophet, unto your fathers,” &c._ 

¥. 28. “ Be it known, therefore, unto you, 
that the salvation of God is sent unto the Gen- 
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tiles, and that they will hear it. And wher he 
had said these words, the Jews departed, and 
had great reasoning among themselves.” 

From this scripture no conclusion can be de- 
duced but one: that the Gospel of Jesus Christ 
had never been preached to them (the Jews) 
by any apostolic voice before the arrival of St. 
Paul. Had Peter, the great and aceredited 
apostle of the circumcision, ever preached at 
Rome, and founded an apostolic church there, 
most assuredly the chief of his own countrymen 
who had waited on St. Paul, at his own request, 
could not by possibility have been so utterly 
ignorant of facts which were so very interesting 
to their nation, and require information from 
St. Paul, of that sect, which was s every where 
spoken against. 

St. Fide contiubeyhis history of the Acts of 
the Apostles, in these words: 

V. 30. “ And Paul dwelt two whole years in 
his own hired hyuse, and received all that came 
to him, preaching the kingdom of God, and 
teaching those things which concern the Lord 
Jesus Christ, with all confidence, no man for- 
bidding him.” 

Had St. Peter ever been at Rome previous to 
the conclusion of St. Luke’s history of the 
Acts of the Apostles, such an important fact 
must have been mentioned by him in the natu- 
ral order of events. For, in his history, he 
makes most honorable mention of the Acts of 
Peter on eyery occasion. At the election of 
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Mathias ; his powerful sermon after the descent 
of the Holy Ghost, on the day of Pentecost ; 
his miraculous cure of a lame man, mentioned © 
in the third chapter ; his being cast into prison 
- for his zeal, in the fourth chapter ; his awful 
punishment of Ananias and Saphira, for their 
sin against the Holy Ghost ; his manly oppo- 
sition to the high priest and his council, &c. 
when he declared, Acts 5, v. 29, “ Then Peter 
and the other apostles answered and said, we 
ought to obey God rather than man,” &c. ; his 
co-operation in choosing the seven deacons ; his 
commission to the believers in Samaria, when 
the apostles sent him and John to the infant 
church in that city, Acts 8, v. 14; his reproof 
of Simon the sorcerer ; his miraculous and 
apostolic labours amongst the churches in Lyd- 
da, Saron, Joppa, Cesarea, &c. as mentioned 
in the ninth chapter ; his miraculous vision 
previous to the reception of Cornelius into the 
church of Christ, chap. 10; his canonical de- 
fence for holding communion with Gentiles, 
chap. 11; his miraculous deliverance from 
prison, after Herod, who killed James with 
the sword, and threw him into prison, “ because 
he sawit pleased the Jews,” (chap. 12.) ; the pro- 
minent part he acted in the council held at 
Jerusalem, about the question of circumcision, 
when Pauland Barnabas came up to Jerusalem 
upon that account ; before which council it 
does not appear from scripture that any of the 
apostles, except St. Paul, the apostle of the 
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Gentiles, ie ever extended their labours 
beyond the confines of Palestine. 

It must, therefore, appear manifest that the 
sacred historian who mentions the various acts 
of Peter in his ministry, could not possibly 
omit his preaching in the metropolis of the 
heathen world, had such been the fact. His 
silence, teckioret is an official contradiction 
of all the traditionary tales of Rome. 

The force of the argument derived from the 
silence of St, Luke is by no means ofa simple 
negative character, but proceeds from the less 
to the greater; (a minore ad majus) for it is 
contrary to the reason of the case, that St. 
Luke, who gives a faithful narrative of all the 
important transactions which vitally concerned 
the church of Christ, from the ascension down 
to the time of St, Paul’s two years imprisonment 
at Rome, should mention only the minor and 
less important peregrinations of St. Peter, and 
pass over the most interesting of all, not merely 
to the infant church, but to the church univer- 
salin all ages, namely, his pretended journey 
to the metropolis of the world, and his esta- 
blishment of the Roman church. Itis contrary 
to every principle of right reason, as well as to 
all the measures of probability, to aver that St. 
Luke, after making mention in the most 
honorable terms, of the illustrious part acted 
by St, Peter, in founding churches and propa- 
gating the Gospel of Jesus Christ, could by 
possibility omit, in his narrative, the important 
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fact of St. Peter’s journey to Rome, bad he in 
reality ever gone to the metropolis of ihe west. 

Could it be even supposed for one moment that 
St. Luke, in the regular course of his narrative, 
had omitted all mention of St, Peter’s journey 
to Rome? surely the very circumstance of bis 
‘own arrival in that city must have called his 
attention to an event of such mighty importance, 
It was his duty, not merely as an konest his- 
torian, but also as an inspired minister of the 
gospel, to have told us, before he concluded 
his history, written at Rone that St. Peter had 
been in that city twenty years before, had 
founded a church there, which wasto be the 
mother and mistress of all churches, and to 
which church he had transferred his chair from 
Antioch. I say that it was the duty of St. Luke 
to have given us this information, had these 
events happened ; his silence, therefore, must 
be an extinguisher of Roman tradition and papal 
prerogative ; for surely none will be so pre- 
sumptuous as tosay that the inspired historian 
did notdo hisduty. The negative derived from 
the absolute silence of St, Luke is greatly 
strengthened by c#cumstances ; for it was surely 
fit that St. Luke, who areal of St. Peter’s 
acts, both before and after the time in which 
Romanists aver that he came to Rome, should 
make some mention, or give some hint of such 
an extraordinary event. It ought to have been 
expected that Aquila and Priscilla should have 
taken notice of St. Peter’sepiscopacy at Rome : 
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but they do not, which strengthens the nega- 
tive. Inshort, the fitness of all circumstances 
united, tends to establish the negative abso- 
lutely, whilst no one circumstance or intima- 
tion can be produced from sacred scripture to 
corroborate the affirmative. 

To the silence of St. Luke may be added 
that of St. Paul, who, in his epistle to the 
Romanus, written before his imprisonment, 
makes no mention whatever of St. Peter, nor 
does he make the slightest allusion to his pre- 
tended preaching at Rome, which, we will 
prove from circumstances, he ought, and 
therefore must have done, had such been the 
fact. ‘Tothis may be added the various saluta- 
tions sent by St. Paul to individuals m Rome, 
before his arrival, and also these sent from 
Rome in the epistles, written during his im- 
prisonment, in allof which no mention is made 
of St. Peter, ergo it must follow that St. Peter 
had never previously been in Rome. We 
know from St, Paui’s second epistle to Timothy, 
admitted by all to be written at a late period, 
that Luke was with him, and consequently 
must have, at this late period, ascertained the 
truth of these important facts, as his attention 
must have been called to the episcopacy of 
Peter at Rome, and the transfer of his chair 
from Antioch to Rome. The very silence of 
St. Peter himself must strengthen our argu- 
ment ; for, in his epistles, he never lays any 
claim to a primacy over his fellow elders, much 
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less over his brethren, the apostles ; hence it. 
must follow that the gratuitous assumption of 
supremacy by the bishops of Rome, must have 
been an usurpation. 

St. Peter, in hisaddress to the intent of those 
churches, consisting of the strangers scattered 
throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, 
and Bithynia (all countries of the East) proves 
that he was perfectly unassuming, whatever 
the popes of Rome, who pretend to be his suc- 
cessors, may think or say of the matter. 

' Ep. 1, c. 4, “ The elders, which are among 
you, 1 entreat, who am also an elder, and a 
witness of the sufferings of Christ, and also a 
partaker of the glory that shall be revealed. 
Feed the flock of God which is among you, 
taking the oversight thereof, not by constraint, 
but willingly ; not for filthy lucre, but of a 
ready mind ; neither as being Lord’s over God’s 
heritage (as certain persons wearing triple 
crowns have been) but being ensaimples to the 
flock ; and when the chief shepherd shall ap- 
pear, ye shall receive a crown (not triple) of 
glory that fadeth not away.” 

- To this might be added the authority of St. 
Jobn, who survived all the apostles, and who 
wrote his apocalypse (at least) long after the 
death of his apostolic brethren. Now, St. John 
gives no intimation whatever of Peter’s primacy, 
or his episcopacy, either at Antioch or Rome ; 
and instead of praising the church of Rome, or 
of holding her up as an example to other 
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churches, is generally supposed to have typi- 
cally designated her as “ the mother of harlots 
and abominations of the earth.” | 

I am well aware that Baronius and others 
argue against the force of the negative argu- 
ment thus :—St. Luke (say they) was the nar- 
rator of the Acts of St. Paul, rather than of 
St. Peter, he having been the companicn of the 
former, therefore a negative argument derived 
from the silence of St. Luke, avails nothing.— 
But this evasion is absurd, if we place our reli- 
ance on revealed scripture, and reject the 
subtilties and sophistry of interested men ; for 
St. Luke tells us himself, in his address to the 
most excellent Theophilus, that he first wrote 
his gospel, or as he calls it himself, “ The 
former treatise of all that Jesus began to do 
and teach, until the day in which he was taken 
up, after that, he, through the Holy Ghost, 
had given commandments unto the apostles 
eaiitount he had chosen ; to whom also he shewed 
himself -alive, alice oniik passion, by many in- 
fallible proofs, being seen of them forty days, 
and speaking of the things pertaining to the 
kingdom of God,” &c. 

After this introduction, St. Duke enters upon 
his second treatise, which purported to be a 
history of the Acts of the Apostles, written 
(e professo) and consequently a history, not 
of St. Paul alone. In truth, if any one will 
take the trouble to study the history of the 
Acts, with any degree of care and attention, he 
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will find that St. Luke is as much the historian 
of St. Peter, as he is of St. Paul. In fact, he 
probably mentions more particular acts of St. 
Peter, in his history, than he does of St. Paul. 
But he says not one word of his épiscopacy at 
Antioch, nor of any journey to Rome. Besides, 
we have no intimation from scripture that St. 
Luke became the companion of St. Paul, until 
seventeen years after the ascension. 

In the 16th chapter of the Acts, vy. 10, we 
have the first intimation that St. Luke had 
become the companion and fellow-labourer of 
St. Paul, and long before this, if papal tra- 
dition be true, St. Peter had founded a church 
at Rome. Hence it follows that the objection 
made by Baronius, &c. is without foundation. 
—From a just and comprehensive view of the 
history of the Acts, as connected with the cir- 
cumstances and facts mentioned in the writings 
of St. Paul and the other inspired penmen, 
we may fairly aver, that the argument in form 
or appearance seems to be negative, yet in re- 
ality may be deemed affirmative, because un- 
opposed by any positive text of scripture.— 
Besides, the. facts detailed in the Acts are so 
blended and connected with the transactions 
mentioned especially by Si. Paul, in hisepistles, 
written before and after his arrival at Rome, 
and they mutually exhibit such harmony and 
consistency among themselves, and sucha per- 
feet conformity with the external history of the 
chureh, that no reasoning mind can admit the 
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by the inspired writer, as that of St. Peter’s 
episcopacy at Rome. 

‘On other occasions, Baronius and other 
champions of Rome, do not shew any objection 
to negative arguments, when such arguments 
suit their pur pose. To give one instance out 
of many. It is by the (ree of negative argu- 
ments they affect triumphantly to prove the 
non-existence of pope Joan. Thus they argue ; 
** That such and such respectable authors make 
no mention of this female pope, ergo, there 
was no such pope.” To pass over this instance 
as unworthy of farther notice, 1 shall produce 
an important instance, bearing upon the ques- 
tion so strongly, that it gives Protestants the 
authority of the learned Onuphrius, as well as 
that of the Jesuit Haloixius, against the papacy 
of St. Peter at Antioch. ‘If, says Holoixius, 
reasoning negatively from the acts of the apos- 
_-stles against St. Peter’s episcopacy at Antioch, 
the holy Peter had been previously at An- 
tioch, and had founded that church, and fixed 
his chair there, St. Luke in the eleventh chap- 
ter, having just made mention of the acts of 
Peter, ought not only to have spoken of the 
Cyprians and Cyreneans, but by all means of 
Peter, if he had as yet been there, and esteemed 
bishop of Antioch ; ergo, he had not as yet 
visited Antioch, because St. Luke makes no 
mention of this matter.” Had this Jesuit given 
his judgment fair play, he would have found 
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that the negative argument, taken from the 
silence of St. Luke, would equally overturn 
the tradition of St. Peter having been bishop 
of Rome. In fact, and in truth, we must give 
up not only the authority of the book of the 
Acts, but that of all the epistles written by the 
inspired ministers of Jesus Christ, if we admit 
the authority of papal tradition, which affirms 
that St. Peter came to Rome in the second of 
Claudius, founded a church there, and con- 
tinued bishop of this church for the space of 
_ twenty-five years. | 

We shall now proceed to confirm the nega- 
tive argument, derived from the silence of St. 
Luke, by corroborative proofs taken from the 
epistles. Of these Si. Paul’s epistle to the 
Romans is perhaps the most important, as bear- 
ing directly on the question of Peter’s pretended 
episcapacy at Rome. A brief analysis of this 
epistle will not only confirm the circumstances 
narrated by St. Luke, but fully prove that 
it was impossible Peter could have ever 
preached the gospel at Rome before this epis- 
tle was written. We have already remarked 
that it was-written from Corinth during St. Paul’s 
three month’s residence there, before he set out 
for Jerusalem the last time, according to the 
history of St. Luke. 

In the first chap. v. 9, “For God is my wit- 
ness, whom I serve with my spirit in the gospel 
of his Son, that without ceasing I make men- 
tion of you (Romans) always in my prayers ; 
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making request (if by any means now at 
length 1 might have a prosperous journey by 
the will of God) to come unto you; for I long ~ 
to see you, that I may imparfé to you some 
spiritual gift, to the end ye may be estab- 
lished.” In this scripture he confirms the nar- 
yative of St, Luke, who frequently mentions 
St. Paul’s desire of visiting Rome. It is also 
clear that the Romans were to expect some spi- 
ritual gift from St. Paul towards their establish- 
ment in the faith. 

V. 13, “ Now I would not have you ignorant, 
brethren, that oftentimes « purposed to come 
unto you, (but was let hitherto) that I might 
have some fruit among you also, even as among 
other Gentiles. So, as much as in me lies, I 
am ready to preach the gospel to you that are 
at Rome also.” 

It is evident that Paul addresses the Romans 
as Gentiles, and declares his expectation of 
reaping some fruit among them as among other 
Gentiles. Now, as we learn from himself that 
he would not build on another man’s founda-— 
tion, it may fairly be inferred that he would not 
reap fruits where another had sown, and, con- 
sequently, St. Peter could never have sown the 
seeds of the gospel at Rome ;—if he had, St. 
Paul would contradict Heel which is impos- - 
sible, therefore St. Peter had not then preached 
at Rome, i, e. when this epistle was written to 
the Romans, 
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_C. 11, v. 13, “ For I speak to you, Gentiles, 
inasmuch as I am the apostle of the Gentiles, 
I magnify mine office.’ Now had Peter gone 
to Rome to preach the gospel to the Gentiles, 
this would have beena flagrant violation of the 
compact entered into between him and Paul at 
Jerusalem, when it was mutually agreed, that 
Paul and Barnabas should go to the Hea- 
then, and they (meaning Peter and the other 
apostles) unto the circumcision. In the fore- 
going text, when Paul calls himself the apos- 
tle of the Gentiles, he seems to refer to the 
covenant entered into at Jerusalem, and, con- 
sequently, St. Peter, as the apostle of the cir- 
cumcision could never be intended by the Mes-_ 
iah to supercede St. Paul in his labours at 
Rome, to which he was commanded by the Mes- 
~ siah to go and bear witness of his name. 

C. 4, v. 15, “ Nevertheless, brethren, I have 
‘written the more boldly unto you, in some sort, 
as putting you in mind, because of the grace 
which is given to me of God, that I ahaa be 
the minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, 
ministering the gospel of God, that the offering 
up of the Gentiie might be acceptable, being 
sanctified by the Holy Ghost. I have therefore 
whereof I may glory, through Jesus Christ, in 
- those things which pertain to God. For I will 
not dare to speak of any of those things which 
Christ hath not wrought .by me, to das the 
Gentiles obedient, by word and deed, through 
mighty signs and wonders, by the power of the 
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spirit of God, so that from Jerusalem, and round 
about (é xvxatv) unto Illyricum, I have fully 
preached the gospel of Christ. Yea, so have 
1 strived to preach the gospel, not where 
Christ was named, test I should build upon 
another man’s foundation.” 

If there be any truth in the words of St. 
- Paul, it is impossible that St. Peter had ever 
preached the gospel at Rome, or had ever been 
bishop there, as Romanists will compel people 
to believe, and that under pain of anathema; 
for if he had, then St. Paul would have endea- 
voured to build upon another man’s foundation, 
namely, Peter’s, which is impossible, if his own 
words just quoted be true. Therefore any 
tradition which contradicts this scripture must 
be false, and, consequently, the tale of Peter’s 
episcopacy at Rome must be false. 

V. 23, “ But now having no more place in 
these parts (meaning Greece) and having a 
great desire these many years tu come unto 
you.” 

It is surely impossible that St. Paul could 
have felt a great desire, for many years, to go 
unto the Romans, and impart to them some 
spiritual gift, had St. Peter been their bishop 
for such a length of time as the anti-scriptural 
traditions of Rome allege. 

V. 25, “ But now I go unto Jerusalem to 
minister unto the saints.” : 

.  V. 28, “ When, therefore, I have performed 
this, and haye sealed to them this fruit, I will 
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when I come unto you, IT shall come in the 
Sullness of the blessing of the gospel of 
Christ.” ; 

St. Paul never would have written the fore- 
going words, had St. Peter previously come to 
Rome with the plenitude of the gospel of 
Christ, and had planted an apostolic church 
there, which was to be considered under the 
solemn obligation of an oath, the mother and 
mistress of all churches. [In short, Papists 
must either procure a new gospel, or give up 
their traditions, which are so directly opposed 
to scripture. It is a matter of astonishment 
that they have persevered so long, and still 
persevere in maintaining traditions so often and 
so triumphantly refuted by Protestants since the 
reformation. | : 

A slight glance at the map, to any one at all 
acquainted with geography, will confirm the 
argument, and make the state of the case more 
ln ; for St. Paul tells us he had preached the 
gospel of Jesus Christ from Jerusalem round 
about as far as Ulyricum, from which place he 
purposed to go to Spain, through Haly. This 
line, upon the map, will chalk out the whole 
scene of this great ae s labours in the mi- 
nistry. 

It must appear very extraorditiary indeed, 
that neither Bellarmine, nor Onuphrius, nor any’ 
other of those who speak so very confidently 
of St. Peter’s journey to Rome in the second 
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of Claudius, says one word of his route, whe- | 
ther he came by land or by sea; whether he 
came direct from the east, by sea, or wené 
round through Macedonia, Greece, &c. and 
thence to Rome; nor do they tell us whether 
he came alone or accompanied by others; nor 
do they state a single act performed by Peter 
at Rome, nor in the whole course of his jour- 
ney to that metropolis—a space of 3,000 miles. 
As to Metaphrastus, who, in the 10th cen- 
tury, undertook to write a complete history of 
Peter’s peregrinations, preachings, &c. what he 
writes is as far from truth as the metamorphosis 
of Ovid from reality.—(Vide Dupin. Ecc. Hist.) 
Now as all the countries from Antioch round 
about to Rome were peopled principally by 
Gentiles, and as the churches founded by St. 
Paul were Gentile churches, it follows, with 
the clearest evidence, that the apostolic church 
at Rome was a Gentile church, and, conse- 
' quently, founded by St. Paul, the apostle of the 
Gentiles, and not by St. Peter the great apostle 
of the circumcision. Those who allege that 
the church of Rome was founded by St. Peter, 
would make that apostle intrude into the pro- 
vince of the great apostle of the Gentiles, and 
_ act directly opposite to a solemn compact, as 
well as contrary to the known arrangements of 
the Divine Dispenser of all things. 
_ Second Ep. Gal. “ When they saw that the 
gospelof the uncircumcision wascommitted unto 
me, as the gospel of the circumcision was to 
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Peter,” &c. With the knowledge of this scrip- 
ture before men’s minds, is it not a heresy to ° 
affirm that Peter would intrude himself upon 
those Gentiles to whom St. Paul wrote his epis- 
tle, to whom he promised to come in the fullness 
of the gospel, and to whom he expected to com- 
municate some spiritual gift, from which he was 
to reap fruit, even as he ve done among other 
Gentiles? and is it not reasonable to conclude 
that St. Peter and the other apostles were ap- 
_ prised by St. Paul of the divine commission . 
given unto him by the Messiah himself, who 
stood by him in the night and said, “‘ Be of good 
cheer, Paul; for, as thou hast testified of me in 
Jerusalem, so must thou bear witness also of me 
at Rome 2” ; 
Now, as we learn from St. Paul himself, Ep. 
ad Gal. c. 2, That he went up to Jerusalem, by 
revelation, and that he communicated his gospel 
privately to those of reputation among the apos- 
tles, we must conclude that the entire charter 
received by him from the Messiah himself, by 
- which he was authorised to preach the gospel 
to the Gentiles, must have been thoroughly 
known to all the apostles; even Barnabas, on 
his first introduction, told them “ how he (Paul) 
had seen the Lord in the way, and that. he had 
spoken unto them.” Under all these circum- 
stances I can see no reason why St. Peter should 
not feel the same degree of delicacy which St. 
Paul felt, of not building “ upon another man’s 
foundation,” and that he, on this account, would 
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not feel inclined to intrude upon the province 
of St. Paul, who appears to have been very 
punctilious in this respect; for, in his second 
Epistle to the Corinthians, he informs us that he 
would not encroach on the boundaries of another 
man’s labours. 

Chap. 10, v. 15, 16, “ Not boasting of things 
without our measure, that is, of other men’s 
labours, but having hope that, when your faith 
is increased, we shall be enlarged by you, 
according to our rule, abundantly, to preach the 
gospel in the regions beyond you, and not to 
boast, in another man’s line, of things made 
ready to our hand.” Hence we again con- 
clude, on the authority of scripture, that, if St. 
Peter had founded a church at Rome ready to 
St. Paul’s hand, he would not have written such 
an epistle as that he wrote to the Romans, had 
they belonged to the flock of St. Peter. He 
would not have expressed his “ great desire” for 
many years, of visiting them ; nor, finally, would © 
he have appealed unto Cesar, in order that he 
might, by any means, even at the risk of his 
life, come unto them. We ought not to be sur- 
prised at Paul’s anxious desire to visit Rome, 
from the divine revelations he had received, 
that such was his destination. 

The Epistle to the Corinthians was written 
from Philippi, in Macedonia, at which place 
St. Paul preached, having done the same thing 
all round from Jerusalem. He had also preached 
and founded churches throughout Syria and 
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Cilicia, as far as Macedonia and Illyricum, and 
expected to be enabled, by the Corinthians, to 
preach the gospel beyond them, in Italy, and 
even in Spain, as we learn from the Epistle to 
the Romans. , 

Now, as to St. Peter, we have no proof from 
scripture that he ever left the east: for,although 
his name is mentioned by St. Paul, in his Epis- 
tle to the Corinthians, yet this furnishes no 
proof that St. Peter ever preached at Corinth. 

I Cor. c. I, v. 12, “ Now, this I say, that 
every one of you saith, I am of Paul, I of Apol- 
los, lL of Cephas,” &c. These words afford no 
proof that Peter ever was at Corinth, but merely . 
refer to the captious contentions and carnal 
disputes which seem to have prevailed too much 
among the Corinthians—as, in c. 3, v. 3, St. Paul 
reproves them thus: “ For ye are yet carnal 5 
for whereas there isamong you envying, Hehe 
strife, and divisions; are ye not carnal, and 
walk asmen? For while one saith, Lamof Paul; 
aud another, lam of Apollos; are ye not car- 
nal ?” 
ie Nea aa & Who then is Paul, and who is Apol- 
los, but ministers by whom ye believed, even as 
the Lord gave to every man? I have planted, 
Apollos watered, but God gave the increase.” 
From this scripture it cannot be inferred that 
Peter ever was at Corinth ; on the contrary, he 
isactually excluded ; for it is not said that Peter | 
either planted or watered ; that was done only 
by Paul and Apollos. The scripture mentions 
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Paul and Apollos alone, as the ministers by 
which they had believed, and leaves out Peter 
altogether. It would seem that false brethren 
were then disturbing the church of Corinth by 


their contentions, as they had done before at 
Antioch, previous to the apostolic decree, pro- 


cured by Paul and Pernabas from the chusch 
at Jerusalem, | 
It appears to me evident, that these carnal 

disputes about the. dignity and pre-eminence 
of the original founders of particular churches, 
laid the foundation of the entire tale of Peter 
having preached at Rome, and of his having 
founded a church there; for if, even in the — 
lifetime of St, Paul, who founded or “ planted” | 
the church at Corinth, envious converts, or 
‘false brethren,” could excite controversies 
in that church, concerning the relative honor 
and glory of apostolic founders, it is not unrea- 
sonable to conclude, that, in the time of Papias, 
who was so fond of listening to tattles, certain 
converts of Rome, attached to the circumcision, 
-may have boasted to him that their fathers had 
the honor of being converted by the great apos- 
tle, Peter, as those of Corinth called themselves 
of Peter, even in the lifetime of Paul, and 
thereby induced this weak and credulous man 
to consider these yanities as real matters of fact. 

Hence it was no wonderful matter that such a 
man should put into circulation reports, or sto- 
ries, which had no real foundation, and, by his 


great antiquity, gain them ea and respect 
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with the ancient fathers, as confessedly hap- 
pened in the tradition of the Millennium, of 
which tradition this Papias is the acknowledged 
author. Nowas this tradition, which Papias 
perhaps very innocently propagated, imposed 
upon Justin Martyr, Ireneus, Origen, and many 
others ; why may we not believe the same thing 
respecting the equally unfounded tradition of 
Peter’s. twenty-five years episcopacy at Rome. 
Most certainly the tradition of the Millennium 
was fora time supported upon much stronger 
apparent evidence than the story of St. Peter’s | 

episcopaey at Rome could ever boast of; for, 
independent of the strong attestation given to 
the truth and reality of the vaeeee fable 
‘by almost all the very early fathers of the | 
church, a variety of texts of scripture were 
brought forward in its support. But the fabu- 
lous tale of Peter’s episcopacy at Rome stood 
exclusively on the basis of oral tradition, as no~ 
one text of scripture was ever advanced in its 
favor, if we except the forced and typical in- 
terpretation given to that one in which St. Peter 
writes, “ ve church which is at Babylon 
saluteth you.” 

Even this Apollos, mentioned in the forego- 
ing scripture, appears ta have had no personal 
connection or acquaintance with St. Peter: for 
we are told in the eighteenth chapter of the 
Acts, v. 24, “ And a certain Jew, named Apol- 
los, born at Alexandria, an eloquent man, aud 
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mighty in the scripture (meaning of the old 
Testament) came to Ephesus.” 

V. 25, “ This man was instructed in the way 
of the Lord; and being fervent in spirit, he 
speak and taught diligently the things of the 
Lord, knowing only the baptism of John.” 

From this it is manifest that he had not been 
previously instructed by Sé. Peter, or he would 
have known more than the baptism of John. 

V. 26, “ And he began to speak boldly in the 
synagogue : whom Aquila and Priscilla (friends 
of St. Paul, whom he met first at Corinth, and 
whom we have already seen, he left at Ephesus 
when going up to Jerusalem on his fourth visit) 
took unto them, and expounded to him the way 
of God more perfectly,” according to the doc- 
trine taught unto themselves by St. Paul. From 
Ephesus he (Apollos) passed over to Achaia, 
having first received letters to the brethren (at 
Caviih) and it is said, ) 

V. 27, “ He helped them much, which had 
believed through grace,” (on the occasion of 
St. Paul’s fuener preaching in Achaia.) 

V. 28, “ For he mightily convinced the Jews, 
and that publicly, shewing, by the scriptures, 
that Jesus is the Christ.” 

Chap. 19, v. 1, “ And it came to’ pass that 
while Apollos was at Corinth, Paul having 
passed through the upper coasts, came to Ephe- 
sus. ” At this place St. Paul continued above 
two years and three months, and here he wrote 
the Epistle to the Corinthians, in which he re- 
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proves them sharply for their strife ard envious 
_ contentions, saying, “Lam of Paul, I of Apol- 
los, l of Cephas,” &c. From this two things 
are evident, 

First, That St. Peter had no commection with 
the church of Corinth, 

Secondly, Nor any connection with honlien, 

On the other side it appears evident, not only 
from what St, Luke reports of Aquila and 
Priscilla, teaching him (Apollos) the way of God 
more perfectly, but from what St. Paul writes of 
him to the Corinthians themselves, that A pollos 
must have been his fellow labourer in the minis- 
try; for, chap. 16, v. 12, he says, ‘ As touch- 
ing our brother Apollos, I greatly desired him 
to come unto you with the brethren; but his 
will was not at all to come at this time; but he 
will come when he hath a convenient season.” 

The brethren here mentioned were probably 
Timothy and others, whom St. Paul sent from 
Ephesus before the .epistle was written to the 
Corinthians, to whom he recommends Timothy, | 
and with whom he probably desired Apollos to 
go to them which he (Apollos) seems to have 
dealiuce in consequence of their former con- 
tentions, subsequent to his first preaching at. 
Corinth. Be that asit may, there is no ground 
to support any argument that St. Peter ;had 
ever preached at So cith 

It is a matter of no light moment,: that St, 
Paul, after having preached the gospel all 
yound as far as Ulyricum, and having come te 
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Corinth a second time, though he wrote. his 
Epistie to the Romans from thence, and sent. 
many greetings to many individuals, yet no al- 
lusion whatever is made to St. Peter. In the 
last chapter of the epistle he mentions the 
names of at least thirty persons, and many of 
these are mentioned with such circumstances, 
that it must appear evident St. Paul, at the time 
he wrote, was on the most friendly and affec- 
tionate terms with entire families at Rome, and 
this about three years before his arrival as a 
prisoner. 

He begins the last chapter by commending 
to them “Phebe, our sister, which is a servant. 
of the church, which is at Cenchrea, (near 
Corinth.)”’ ; 

V.3, Greet Priscillaand Aquila, my helpers 
im Christ Jesus.” 

Of the assistance afforded to St. Paul, in his 
ministry by these two, we have an account also 
given by St. Luke. It appears that at Ephesus 
they taught Apollos the way of God more per- 
fecily ; and at Corinth, on St. Paul’s first visit, 
_ he abode with them, and prolonged this visit 
upwards of a year and six months. St. Luke 
informs us they (Aquila and Priscilla) had just: 
reffirned from Rome in consequence of the 
- edict of Claudius. oa 

V.4, “ Who have for my life laid down thetr 
own necks; unto whom, not only [give thanks, 
but also all the churches of the Gentiles. 


150 


V. 5, “ Likewise greet the church. that 1 is in 
their house.” 

Is it not absurd for Bowtie of the Bieccnt 
day to talk of Peter founding the church of 
Rome. 

V.7, “Salute He bait and ota. ‘my 
kinsmen and my fellow-prisoners, who are of 
note among the papstles, who also were in- 
Christ Hie: me,’ 

Now, would not this have been the happy 
moment for St. Paul to have spoken of the 
Apostle Peter, in particular, if it were true that 
he had previously preached at Rome, and had 
_ founded a church there—the mother and mis- 
tress of all churches. He tells the Romans that 
his two kinsmen, whose names he mentions, 
were of note among the apostles, but does not 
tell them that they stood high with St. Peter, 
the pretended bishop of Rome. Really, the 
‘more one reads and reasons on the subject, the 
more glaring does the absurdity of papal tradi- 
tion and papal pretension to exclusive privileges 
appear to the reflecting mind. 

V. 11, “‘ Salute Heredion, my kinsman; greet 
them that be of the household of Narcissus, 
which are in the “Lord.” It deserves to be 
noted, that St. Paul must have been accurately 
acquainted with the true state of Christianity 
in Rome at this time; for, in the salutation sent 
to Priscilla and Aquila, he desires the Romans 
to “ greet the church that isin their house ;” 
but, in the case of Narcissus and Aristobulus, 
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he merely greets those of their respective house- 
holds, which were in the Lord. In the former 
case, as the entire family were believers, they 
constituted a church; but, in the latter, as 
certain members only Getiered: to these alone 
greetings are sent. 

V. 21, “ Timotheus, my Mlle worker, and — 
Lueius, and Jason, and Sopater, my kinsmen, 
sulute you.” : 

V. 22, “1, Tertius, who wrote this epistle, | 
salute you in the Lord.” 

V. 28, “ Gaius, mine host, and (host) of the 
whole church, saluteth you; and Quartus, a 
brother.” 

Surely the circumstance of these salutations 
and greetings must necessarily exclude St. Peter 
from having any particulary connection with 
Rome more than James, or avy other of the 
apostles who were exercising their ministry in 
the regions of the east. 

it is highly probable that St. Paul alludes to 
some of those, whose names are mentioned in 
the preceding salutations, when, in his second 

epistle to his beloved Timothy, he complains, 
c. 14, v. 16, * At my first answer no man stood 
with me, but all men forsook me; I pray God 
that it be not laid to their charge. Notwith- 
standing, the Lord stood with me, and strength- 
ened me, that by me the preaching might be 
fully known, and that all the Gentiles might — 
hear: and I was delivered out of the mouth of 
the lion (meaning Nero).” It is impossible to 
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believe that Peter could have been at Rome on | 
the occasion, for most assuredly he would not 
have deserted. his beloved brother Paul in his 
great extremity. And it is equally impossible 
to believe that he was previously bishop of 
Rome ; for if he had, St. Paul must of neces- 
sity have made mention of the fact, either in his 
epistZe to Timothy, or in those written, not only 
to individuals, but to whole churches, during 
his two years imprisonment at Rome. 

The salutation of Paul, written by his own 
hand, to the Colossians, acquires, from circum- 
_ stances, a positive character:—he says, c. 4, v. 
10, “ Aristarchus, my fellow-prisoner, saiuteth 
you, and Marcus’ sister’s son to Barnabas ; and 
Jesus, which is called Justus, who are of the 
circumcision. These only are wy fellow- 
workers unto the kingdom of God which have 
been a comfort unto me.” 

~Now as Paul states affirmatively that these 
three only of the circumcision were his fellow- 
workers in the kingdom of God, and a comfort - 
to him, this scripture excludes Peter positively 
from being a fellow-worker in founding the 
gospel at Rowe: and, therefore, suphiles not 
a negative, but an affirerstive proof of the 
absence of Peter: in fact every particular of 
the tradition which makes St. Peter twenty-five 
years bishop of Rome, is contradictory to scrip- 
ture, and, therefore, the entire tale ought to 
be exploded for ever. 
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That St. Paul fully succeeded in founding 4 
great church at Rome cannot be doubted by 
’ any one who founds his faith on sacred scrip« 
ture; for in his epistle to the Philippians, chap. 
1, he writes. “ But T would you should under- 
stand, brethren, that the things which hap- 
pened to me, have fallen out rather to the fur- 
therance of the gospel, so that my bonds in 
Christ are manifest in all the palace, and in 
all other places; and many of the brethren in 
the Lord, waxing confident by my bonds, are 
much moré bold to speak the word without 
fear.” It is quite manifest that St. Paul as- 
cribes the great success of the gospel in Rome 
to his own labours, and to the encouragement 
derived from him by the brethren in the Lord, 
who became confident from his bonds;’ but 
never supplies the slightest hint from which 
any one could even guess that St. Peter was at 
Rome during his two years imprisonment, or 
that he had ever been known to have preached 
the gospel in Rome antecedently, and had 
founded the mother and mistress of all churches 
in that metropolis. — ; 

The existence of such an establishment, an- 
tecedent to the Jabours of St. Paul, and the 
_ brethren, in the Lord, was an utter impossibi- 

lity, being as inconsistent with the reason of the 
case, as contradictory to the sacred scriptures. 

In his final salutation to the Philippians he 
tells them, v. 21, “The brethren, which are 
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with me greet you; all the saints salute you, 
chiefly they that are of C@sar’s household.” 

From this salutation it is fully demonstrated 
that St. Paul thoroughly executed the commis- 
sion given him by the Messiah, “That as he 
had testified of him at Jerusalem he must also 
bear witness of him at Rome.” And as it was 
the uniform practice of St. Paul te ordain over- 
seers, or bishops over every Gentile church 
founded by himself, we must conclude, as he 
possessed an authority entirely independent of 
the other apostles, in as much as it was derived 
not from men, but from Jesus Christ and God 
the Father, that he appointed and ordained an 
overseer to take charge of the Gentile church 
of Rome as well as other Gentile churches ; 
and that to the utter exclusion of Peter or any 
other apostle; for St. Paul (we have seen) was 
ordained an apostle, ‘ not of men, nor by men, 
but by God the father and the Lord Jesus 
Christ.” 

Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, and 
to the Holy Ghost ; as it was in the beginning, 
is now, and ever shall be, world without end. 
Amen. | 


CONCLUSION. a 
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{ rrust it now appears manifest to every man 
of an impartial and unbiassed mind, that I have, 
upon scripture evidence, demonstrated (as far - 
as such a proposition admits of demonstration) 
the utter impossibility of St. Peter having been 
at Rome before the conclusion of St. Luke’s 
history of the Acts, or, in other words, before 
the termination of St. Paul’s two years im- 
prisonment at Rome, with which the history of 
St. Luke concludes. This result has been de- 
duced not simply as a negative from the silence 
of the evangelical historian, but from the con- 
catination of positive circumstances, has been 
proved to be an affirmative deduction from a 
just analysis of scripture facts. 

The inference drawn from the narrative de- 
livered by St. Luke, who did not join St. Paul 
as a companion until the council had been held 
at Jerusalem, is satisfactorily confirmed by the 
writings of St. Paul and St. Peter themselves ; 
for many of the facts stated by St. Luke, the 
fellow-labourer of St. Paul, and minister in his 
peregrinations and labours, whilst preaching 
the gospel and founding churches all round 
from Jerusalem, as far as Rome, are mentioned 
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by St. Paul, accompanied by so many circum- 
stances of places, times, and persons, and are 
in such harmony also with what St. Peter 
writes, and with general history, that the lustre 
of truth illumines the whole series with such 
rational evidence, that it makes not only the 
justness of the conclusion deduced by me ap- 
pear manifest, but establishes the reality and 
certainty of the facts themselves so firmly, that 
the most free thinking Deist, if he reason 
rightly, must be convinced. 

That the labours of St. Peter in propagating 
the gospel of Jesus Christ were chiefly confined 
to his countrymen in the east, we learn from St. 
Luke, the truth of whoseaecount is abundantly 
evidenced by St. Peter’s general epistles, ad- 
dressed to the dispersed Jews throughout the 
eastern regions. ‘Fhe same is also confirmed 
ina special manner by St. Paul in_ his epistles 
to the Romans and Galatians ; and the epistles 
of these two great apostles mutually throw light 
upon facts and cireumstances, and consolidate 
the strength of the general argument. For 
St. Paul tells us that St. Peter was the ac- ~ 
i:nowledged and accredited apostle of the Jews ; 
St. Peter wrote both his epistles to the Jews 
dispersed throughout Pontus, Gallatia, Cappa- 
docia, Asia, and Bythinia. In his second epistle, 
written’ shortly before his death, he desires 
those to whom it is addressed (c. 3, v. 15.) “to 
account that the long suffering of our Lord is 
salvation; even as our beloved brother Pau} 
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also, according to the wisdom given unto him, 
hath written unto you.” That these words were 
written shertly before his death, is clear, from 
the fourteenth verse of the first chapter :—_ 
‘* Knowing that shortly [ must put off this my 
tabernacle, even as our Lord Jesus Christ hath 
shewed me.” | 

- It should be well understood that Paul 
wrote his epistle to the Galatians before Peter 
wrote to the dispersed in that region, yet the 
epistle of Paul is written to them as Gentiles 
who predominated in all the churches founded 
by him, and whom he strenuously wished to 
enjoy that liberty with which their Redeemer 
had made them free. But the epistle of Peter 
is written chiefly to the Jews amongst the Ga- 
latians. For (Ep. ec. 2, v. 12.) he charges them 
in these words: “ Having your conversation 
honest amongst the Gentiles; that whereas 
they speak against you as evil doers, they may 
by your good works, which they shall behold, 
glorify Ged in the day of visitation.” Hence 
the argument is strengthened that Peter never 
preached at, nor saw Rome, when he wrote his 
epistles ; and that the second was written shortly 
before his death, has been already proved.— 
That the second was written to the same parties 
to whom the first is addressed, namely, to those 
scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, &c. is 
evident from the first verse of the third chap- 
ter: “ This second epistle, beloved, 1 now 
write unto you; in (both) which I stir up your 
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pure minds by way of remembrance.” No tra- 
dition, therefore, averring that Peter was at 
Rome antecedent to the time in which both 
St. Peter and St. Paul wrote their epistles, can 
possibly avail against the strong evidence, not 
merely of one portion of sacred scripture, but 
the whole spirit and tenor of every thing written 
by the inspired Ministers of Jesus Christ. 
| To this reasoning even Baronius, the great 
annalist of Rome, yields assent, when he ad- 
mits (ad. ann. 39, num. 22.) “ No one will 
deny that the Acts of the Apostles, written by 
St. Luke, are entitled to more credit than any 
authority of the ancients whatever,” i.e. than 
any tradition or opinion of men whatever. 

As to the actual time when, or the place 
where, Peter and Paul were crucified, though 
this particular does not form any essential part 
of the question I undertook to discuss, yet I 
shall add a few reasons why | think that neither 
was crucified at Rome. ‘ 

I must first premise, that whenever I lose 
the light of revelation, I fee] myself in the 
dark, and can see nothing with clearness or 
certainty. This is the reason why I rejeet every 
tradition which is found to be inconsistent with 
sacred scripture, as the entire tale of Peter’s 
twenty-five years episcopacy at Rome has been 
proved ; but as to the tradition of his crucifixion 
at Rome, as that is alleged to have happened 
at a time posterior to the-records of holy writ, 
except what St, John wrote, who makes no al- 
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lusion to the transaction. This | consider to 
stand upon ground very different, indeed, 
from the question of his episcopacy at Rome, 
and the system of popery erected upon that 
foundation. : 

On this point I deem the authority of Clement, 
who is acknowledged to have been the first 
canonical bishop of Rome, after the death of 
the two great apostles, to be paramount ; because 
he is called in scripture the fellow-labourer of 
St. Paul, and his name is pronounced by that 
great apostle, to be written in the book of life, 
(Ep. ad. Philip, e. 4, v. 3.) 

Now this Clement, in his epistle written to 
the Corinthians, a few years after the death of 
St. Peter and St. Paul, charges them to desist 
from their jealousies and envious strife, almost 
in the same terms in which St. Paul himself 
had addressed them in his epistle, long before. 

Clement haying pointed out to them the evil 
effects of carnal jealousy and envy, as mani- 
fested in the Old Testament, in the persons of 
Abel, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Aaron, David, 
&e. then adds, “ Let us come to modern 
champions (<%74c, wrestlers,) and the examples 
of our own age, &c. Let us set before our 
eyes the holy apostles. Peter, through un- 
righteous zeal (22 Giaw «2x7) underwent, not 
one or two, but many labours, and thus having 
suffered martyrdom, he departed to the place 
of glory destined for him.” (Kei core ungroetcas 
Ewogevdy sso Tor ePeiAoxevoy serer. ) In this epistie, which, 
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as well in matter as in style, approaches near- 
est to canonical scripture, we find nothing of St. 
Peter’s crucifixion at Rome, or of his suffering 
with his head downwards, though his martyr- 
dom happened in the age of Clement. In the 
same section of this epistle, speaking of St. 
Paul, he says, “Paul, on account of en-~ 
vious jealousy, was seven times cast into chains, 
he was scourged, he was stoned, and bore away 
the prize of patience. Having preached the 
word both in the easé and in the west, he ac- 
quired the fame of illustrious faith; and having 
taught the whole world righteousness, and hay- 
ing come to the boundary of the west, (+0 regu « 
ang dworwss the boundary or limit of the west) he - 
suffered martyrdom under the governors: (ém civ 
vyousvwr) and thus departed from the world, 
having afforded an example of the greatest 
patience.” (Ep. Clem. sec. 5.) 

As Clement wrote his epistle from Rome to 
the Corinthians, he could not possibly mean 
Italy by the boundary of the west; he must 
therefore mean Spain, or Britain, as Catullus 
calls Britain the remotest Island of the west, 
(insulam ultimam occidentis) or Ireland, known 
by Plutarch, Cesar, aud Ptolomy, to be west 
even of Britain. Weknow from scripture that 
St. Paul meditated a journey to Spain; for, in | 
his Epistle to the Romans, written at least ten 
years before the date ef Clement’s epistle, he 
says, (c. 15, v. 24) “* Whensoever I take my 
journey into Spain, I will come unto you.” 
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From the epistle of Clement we may fairly 
infer, that St. Peter never preached in the 
west ; for, though he mentions the many labours 
of Peter, and speaks of his martyrdom, yet he 
says nothing of his coming westwards. But, ia 
the case of St. Paul, he emphatically states, that 
he preached both in the easé and in the west, 
and adds, that having come to the boundary of 
the west, he suffered, &c. Had Peter therefore 
been bishop of Rome before Clement, he must 
have alluded te such an important circumstance. 
From scripture we have no evidence of any 
connection between Si. Peter and Clement; 
not so between him and St. Paul: for we have 
seen that Clement is mentioned as his fellow- 
labourer in the ministry, and his name pre- 
nounced to be written in the book of life: and, 
as he quotes from the writings of St. Paul, the 
conclusion is very reasonable, that he was actu- 
ally ordained, by St. Paul,a minister of the 
gospel,and probably placed over the church at 
Rome, which, we know from scripture, was. 
founded by St. Paul. 

As to Linus, who, by early writers, is also said 
to have been bishop of Rome, we have evidence 
from scripture that he also was one of Paul’s 
assistants In the minisiry; for, in his second 
epistle to his beloved Timothy, bishop of Ephe- 
sus, he sends greetings from Linus by name; 
and, as this epistle is thought by most writers 
to have been sent from Rome. when Paul came 
there a prisoner the second time, we must con- 
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clude that the inspired scripture confirms the 
opinion, that, of all the apostles, Paul was the 
only individual who founded a church in Rome, 
and consequently, as Peter had no connection 
with the Gentile church founded there, the 
entire system of popery must be pronounced 
a baseless fabrick—a mere human invention, 


Q. E.D. 


Hoping that this dissertation may prove satis- 
factory, and induce my countrymen to study 
the scriptures, and examine well the foundation 
of their religious system, I will conelude, in the 
words of the evangelist, by saying, “ Glory to 
God in the highest, and on eagth peace and 
good will towards. men.” . 


Frescati, June 10th, 1823, 
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